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ABSTRACT
This research was designed to explore the perceptions of educa
tors in regard to the gifted.

Research indicates that there are often

misconceptions toward the gifted and a fear of elitism.

There is an

attitude that a specially gifted child can succeed without special
services.

However, research shows that one out of five high school

dropouts are gifted indicating that the gifted do not succeed on their
own.

These children's needs can be nurtured through accurate identifi

cation and the provision of proper environments organized by knowledge
able educators.
A survey, Teacher Attitude Toward Gifted Education, was con
structed specifically for use in this study.

It was designed to obtain

information on the attitudes held by Grand Forks elementary school
teachers toward the academically gifted.
spring 1980 to two groups of teachers:

It was administered in the
61 teachers who had partici

pated in inservice training on the gifted and 140 teachers who had no
training, representing approximately 74 percent of all district elemen
tary school teachers.
The results showed that the data divided into two major parts:
attitudes reflecting stereotypes of the gifted and attitudes toward
serving the gifted.

It indicated that teachers who had access to in-

service sessions on gifted education and who were located in schools
that provided programming for the gifted answered differently from non
participating teachers.

The participating teachers held fewer
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stereotypical ideas about gifted children and were more aware of the
need for special programming.

x

CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
General Background of Gifted Education
Historically, interest in serving the needs of the gifted has
fluctuated.

Weiss and Gallagher (1980) state that

The periodic rise and fall of national interest in special
education programs for gifted and talented children seems
to reflect an ambivalence in American society toward this
unique group.

This ambivalence appears to be rooted, in

part, in America's traditional belief in the principle of
equality for all (p. 194).
Our forefathers fought an aristocratic class to free our nation.
that time, Americans have resisted the idea of an elite class.

Since
On the

other hand, the general population applauds the individual who rises
from a very humble background to overcome and triumph over environmen
tal factors or family socioeconomic status.
Quite often literature traces the development of gifted and tal
ented education from the ancient times of Plato and Suleiman the
Magnificent through Thomas Jefferson to its dramatic growth in the
Sputnik era, and lastly, to the most recent upswing which occurred in
the early 1970‘s.

Whereas this historical development can provide one

perspective on gifted education, it would seem more relevant to the
purpose of this paper to examine the growth of interest in the last
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decade and to determine possible issues for the 1980's.

The seventies

generated more legislation and research than any preceding decade; it
is also the decade which influences gifted programming now.
The Marland Report:

Early 1970‘s

In 1971, Sidney Marland, then U.S. Commissioner of Education,
made an assessment of gifted and talented education.

He concluded that

policies and programs for the education of the gifted and talented were
almost nonexistent.

Prior to his report, in an attempt to develop more

gifted/talented programs, the federal government had given states mon
ies in the form of title funding; unfortunately, the states were not
utilizing the money for this purpose.

Due to the fact that the funding

was given through the use of unspecified appropriations, it did not
directly benefit gifted education.
Marland's report stimulated renewed interest in gifted education
with two positive changes:

(1) creation of an Office of Gifted and

Talented (OGT) by Congress in 1972, and (2) funding of Public Law 93380 in 1974 which provided two and a half million dollars to help state
and local education agencies (LEA) develop programs and extend person
nel training services.

As a result of these changes, in October 1976,

the Council for Exceptional Children (CEC) was contracted to conduct a
national survey on gifted/talented education.

The results of this sur

vey showed that the states were singularly remiss in providing services
for the gifted.

Only 437,618 school-aged children were receiving

gifted/talented education despite the fact that, according to the fed
eral definition of gifted, three percent of the population, 45,097,157,
should have had special services.

Although 43 states had some type of

written policy that provided governance to their educational endeavors
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for gifted/talented children, only 27 states had at least one person
working full-time in the area of gifted education.
Although many readers of the survey found in its statement a rea
son for satisfaction (i.e., more was being done than they thought),
there was still vast room for improvement.

"It [the CEC report] demon

strates that the United States still falls short of meeting the
educational needs of this special segment of its population" (Mitchell
& Erickson 1978, p. 15).

This interpretation is supported by the fact

that only two states had identified and provided services to three per
cent of their total school population while 23 states had only provided
for one percent or less.

With regard to funding, 13 states failed to

appropriate state monies to support the gifted and talented, 12 states
failed to utilize federal monies, and 26 states which provided state
and federal allocations showed a range from $4 to $622 spent per child
per year on gifted/talented education.
At about the time of the Marland report, Ruth Martinson observed
a lack of recognition of the gifted and talented on the part of school
personnel.

"National statistics recently revealed that nearly 60 per

cent of elementary and secondary principals stated that they have no
gifted children in their school" (Martinson 1972, p. 46).

The amount

of funding provided to programs is another indication of public atti
tudes.

Using this measure, Martinson found that
National priorities are revealed dramatically in the current
expenditures of the federal government.

The U.S. Office of

Education allocates funds for the disadvantaged in the ratio
of 43 to

1

for the gifted; the ratio of expenditures for

the handicapped as compared to the gifted is 28 to 1 (p. 46).
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Obviously, federal priorities for the gifted and talented were not on
the same level as for other exceptional individuals.
A Decade of Change:

End of the 1970's

In the spring of 1977, Harold Perry, then President of CEC,
appeared before several subcommittees and asked Congress to realize
that the education of our gifted and talented children had become a
federal priority.

The CEC recommended several changes:

(1) that the

definition of handicapped children be changed to exceptional children
and that gifted/talented should be included in the revision; (2) that
the Bureau of Education for the Handicapped be changed to the Bureau of
Exceptional Persons; and (3) that a modest program for giving grants to
state and LEA1s be set up to provide for the special educational needs
of the gifted and talented.

On November 1, 1979, President Carter

signed into law the Gifted and Talented Children's Education Act of
1978.
There have been a great many changes in gifted and talented edu
cation over the last five years and the trend has been very positive.
On a scale of 1 to 5 with a one representing a decline and
a five representing significant growth, the mean score for
state funds appropriated was 4.3.

On the same scale the

mean score for numbers of children served over the last
five years was 4.6.

There is no question about the states'

efforts to serve the gifted and talented despite the com
plexities of defining and identifying this population and
the uncertainty of educational revenues (Kane & Mitchell
1981, p. 2).
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The seventies reflected a concerted effort by federal and state agencies
to promote the rise in gifted and talented education.

This recognition

lent credence to the fact that the gifted and talented are in need of
educational services.
Issues for the 1980's
Even though the United States showed a marked growth in the area
of gifted/talented education in the 70's, there exist several issues in
the field which have been identified by major researchers and which
must be examined closely to insure continued growth.

These issues,

which cover a wide range of topics, include maximum competency, the
back-to-basics movement, mainstreaming, the myths surrounding the
gifted, program funding, teacher certification, and programming con
cerns.
A developing educational issue is minimum competency, a concept
espoused by many educators which focuses only on minimum levels of
attainment and thus ignores a segment of the population that has untap
ped potential.

"Maximum competency would require a 'no-ceiling'

approach in dealing with these children which, instead of emphasizing
minimum functioning, would stress the skills and processes necessary
for them to exceed on their own" (Van Tassel 1980, introduction).
The back-to-basics movement, with its emphasis on traditional
skills, is another area of concern for gifted education.

As this move

ment has increased in popularity, so has the need intensified for those
involved in gifted education to educate the schools and general public
about the difference between basics for the gifted and basics for the
"average" (Gallagher 1980; Van Tassel 1980).

Basics for the gifted

reach far beyond the accepted definition of "reading, writing, and
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arithmetic;" they include such things as creative thinking, critical
thinking, futuristics, problem solving, and independent study.
Mainstreaming, whatever its benefits to the handicapped student,
may be one of the most dangerous trends that affects gifted children,
according to Joyce Van Tassel, President of The Association of the
Gifted (TAG) in 1980.

Although good special educators know that main-

streaming implies placement according to need, the general population
assumes that mainstreaming implies putting all children in a regular
classroom setting.

Many educators of the gifted feel that the majority

of regular classrooms would stifle gifted individuals and hinder them
from reaching their full potential.
Myths and stereotypes have always been a problem in education
whether the victims are female, black, handicapped, or gifted.

The

many myths that are known to exist about the gifted could be another
difficult hurdle to surmount; such misconceptions as "the gifted will
make it on their own" and "they are an elite group" will be hard to
overcome (Lyon 1981).
Insofar as educational developments tend to be supported by public
funding, another major issue is the support of a well-informed public.
Leaders in the field of gifted education must develop the ability to
sustain interest in the gifted on the part of the public and state and
federal legislators (Tannenbaum 1972).

The fluctuating history of

gifted education has made many people wonder if gifted education is
truly here to stay, a doubt which could be a self-fulfilling prophecy
(Torrance 1980).
Local funding priorities are always a source of concern to any
program.

School districts often view gifted programs as merely a frill;
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as such they are normally the first to go in a system which feels a
financial crunch (Tannenbaum 1972).

Education of the gifted is not

viewed as an on-going necessity.
As the demand for teacher accountability grows, teacher certifica
tion is an issue that is increasingly receiving attention.

The

controversy focuses on the number of years of a teacher's experience in
the classroom vs. the differentiated needs of the gifted.

In other

words, does the time spent as a regular classroom teacher provide suf
ficient training to teach the gifted, or are there really critical
skills or a specific knowledge base that need to be developed prior to
interaction with these exceptional children?

If certification has any

thing to do with teacher-quality, it is worth noting that many states
do not require teachers of the gifted to have special certification.
Those states that do have the requirement generally request varying
numbers of hours of university coursework and a practicuum in a gifted
classroom (Karnes & Collins 1981).
Many types of programs are utilized in gifted education and deci
sions between various programs can become issues in themselves.

The

delivery model chosen for a particular district must take into account
different degrees of giftedness and provide appropriate programs.

Long

range programs are needed that will last from the time children are
identified as gifted until they graduate (Van Tassel 1980).

The pro

gram incorporated in a district should reflect that district's
definition of giftedness and the identification process used.

Each of

these decisions may become an issue or obstacle within local communi
ties .
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Proposed Solutions
Leaders in the field have not just posed issues and areas of con
cern, they have also suggested remedies.
need for federal intervention.

Some advocates stress the

Hal Lyon, director of the Office of

Gifted and Talented (OGT), states that the OGT can help prevent lack of
interest by recognizing four major objectives:

(1) to strengthen the

capacity of all state education agencies to deliver services to gifted
children through the Local Education Agencies (LEA); (2) to strengthen
the capacity of the LEA1s which have successfully competed in a state
wide competition; (3) to strengthen leadership through professional
development and training programs; and (4) to find and distribute
answers to key issues concerning gifted education through research.

In

1980, OGT initiated a state administered grant program which allowed
the states to apply for federal grants; in fact, 75 percent of their
Fiscal Year (FY) 1980 budget was used in this manner.

This clearly

shows that federal funding is being used to stimulate programs for the
gifted.
Gallagher (1980), a promoter and spokesperson for the gifted
since the 50's, would like to see the federal government provide a sup
portive role, but at minimal expense.

The five areas that he would

like to see promoted are leadership training, continuous inservice
training, research and development, demonstration programs, and state
leadership.
Large private corporations are a target for financial aid.

Gina

Ginsberg, a national spokesperson for gifted and talented education,
appeals to this sector.

Her thesis is that when these large corpora

tions give money for helping the mentally retarded or the handicapped,
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they get a large amount of publicity for their charity.

If, however,

they aided the gifted, they would get more--they would gain in the
benefits of an increasingly productive society.
Ginsberg has commented at conventions that if she could receive
a lump sum for the purpose of gifted education, she would turn around
and put it all into public relations.

She feels that an advertising

agency could do much to help "sell" gifted education.

Money used in

this manner would combat many of the myths that surround the gifted.
One of the largest issues facing gifted/talented education is the
presence of myths that surround these exceptional individuals (Lyon
1980).

There is a need to dispell the myths that have clouded the

reality and a need for a commitment to the idea that education and
programs for the gifted are educational imperatives, not educational
electives.

Educating the public can be tackled in many ways:

(1) school administrators can serve as leaders and stress the impor
tance of the gifted to our society as a whole; (2) articles on gifted/
talented can be printed in many popular publications as well as educa
tional journals; (3) national organizations such as TAG, the National
Association for Gifted Children (NAGC), Gifted/Talented/Creative (GTC)
hold conferences annually; (4) parent groups can be effective within
the community; and (5) colleges and universities can provide leadership
and coursework.
Definitions of Gifted
Although the concept of giftedness has existed throughout history,
new definitions continue to be formulated and to create problems for
educators.

Operational definitions vary according to context.

primary problem is a semantic one.

"The

Intangibles such as creativity,
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intelligence, aptitudes, and abilities are the criteria used to measure
yet another intangible, giftedness" (Carroll & Laming 1974, p. 89).
Hagen (1980) also feels the identification of gifted individuals
is difficult because giftedness is not a characteristic that can be
isolated.
Giftedness is a concept or psychological construct, not
a trait of a person.
as we would tallness.

We do not measure giftedness directly
Instead we infer giftedness by observ

ing certain characteristics or behaviors of individuals.
Our inferences about giftedness will be accurate to the
extent that the characteristics or behaviors we choose to
observe are relevant to the construct and are validly and
reliably appraised.

A major problem, then, is to develop

a clear and precise definition of giftedness in terms of
the characteristics or behaviors that indicate it (p. 1).
In addition to the problem of semantics, some researchers feel
that the definitions of giftedness may vary according to the values
of a given society.

Roedell, Jackson, and Robinson (1980) state that

In a primitive but stable society, it may be the most suc
cessful hunter or the most compelling storyteller whose
abilities are accorded highest value.

In an advanced and

complex society . . . superiority in abstract reasoning
is usually recognized as an important gift (p. 1).
They add this caution:

"Neither our own society nor any other, how

ever, regards everything that individuals do exceptionally well as
evidence of giftedness" (p. 1).
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Questions often arise concerning the degree of uniqueness of the
gifted.

In other words, how far out of the ordinary does a person have

to be before s/he is gifted?
We think the attempt to find a purely statistical criterion
is unproductive.

In its place, we suggest a qualitative

criterion, namely, membership in what Arnold Toynbee has
called the "creative minority"--those individuals in any
field of endeavor who are capable of turning it in new
directions required for the survival and cultural enrich
ment of human societies (Thompson 1972, p. 38).
In their survey of state definitions of the gifted and talented,
Karnes and Collins (1978) found that the majority of the states used
some form of the definition proposed by the U.S. Office of Education in
Marl and's report:
Gifted and talented children are those identified by profes
sionally qualified persons who by virtue of outstanding
abilities, are capable of high performance.

These are child

ren who require differentiated educational programs and/or
services beyond those normally provided by the regular school
program in order to realize their contribution to self and
society.
Children capable of high performance include those with
demonstrated achievement and or potential ability in any
of the following areas, singly or in combination:
1.

general intellectual ability

2.

specific academic aptitude

3.

creative or productive thinking
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4.

leadership ability

5.

visual and performing arts

6.

psychomotor ability

It can be assumed that utilization of these criteria for
identification of the gifted and talented will encompass
a minimum of 3 to 5 percent of the school population (p. 2).
On November 1, 1978, Public Law 95-561 was passed, updating the
previous definition and deleting the area of psychomotor ability.

It

was felt that most athletic programs recognized and encouraged this
particular domain so that no special attention was necessary.
Programs for the Gifted
Many different delivery systems are being used to provide serv
ices to gifted and talented children including the following:
(1) special schools, (2) early admission to school, (3) early admis
sion to college, (4) grade skipping, (5) subject matter acceleration,
(6) accelerated and enriched classes, (7) individualized study,
(8) resource rooms, and (9) tutors, mentors, and internship programs.
In selecting a particular program for gifted students, the school
district should define what type of program is most effective for that
particular population.

Gustin (1980) feels that

An effective program for the gifted does what education
should do for all types of individuals.

It makes the most

of each child's ability and helps him or her to live more
fully in the present as well as prepare for the future.
The basic goal differs only in its greater emphasis on crea
tive ability and effort, initiative, critical thinking,
social adjustment, responsibility, and the development of
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unselfish qualities of leadership.

Although these objec

tives are desirable for all students, they are essential
for the gifted (p. 3).
It is doubtful that many leaders would argue against the fact
that education of the gifted needs to be differentiated from a set cur
riculum for the "average."

Van Tassel (1980) states three basic

requirements for differentiation of a gifted program:
(1) that the pacing of the program is at a rate appropriate
to the students own; (2) that the program itself is of ade
quate depth to allow that student to explore issues, problems
and content at the level at which he is capable; and (3) that
the program allow for interaction among students of similar
abilities" (Introduction).
The revolving-door model formulated by Renzulli allows students
to move into and out of special programs as the need arises.
It is designed to increase substantially the number of stu
dents receiving special services for the gifted.
minimizes concerns about elitism.

It

Most important, the model

provides supplementary programs at the times when and in
the particular areas where such services have the most poten
tial for benefiting youngsters (Renzulli, Reis, & Smith
1981, p. 698).
Basically the program requires a talent pool to be comprised of onefourth to one-third of the school population if they have the following
triad of abilities:

above-average abilities, high levels of task com

mitment, and high levels of creativity.

If a member of the pool has a

special interest, he/she attends a resource room until completion of a
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project.

Once that is accomplished, that individual then moves on and

his/her space is filled by someone else.
Chicago has coordinated some programs for gifted and talented
students with the Field Museum, Shedd Aquarium, Adler Planetarium,
Lincoln Park Zoo, Art Institute, Chicago Historical Society and
Chicago Architecture Foundation.

Students not only learn about the

history, function, and administration of these facilities, but they
attend seminars on related topics such as botany, zoology, anthropology
and geology, and they work in different areas such as the curator's
office, exhibits, graphics, and education.
Mentorships are ideal for districts with limited funding or where
gifted children have highly specialized interests.

A mentor is a volun

teer who will spend time sharing his or her knowledge with a gifted
child either during free time or on the job.

In mentorships

The student and mentor are freed from restrictions of specific
texts, grade level structure, and tests.

They have opportu

nity to delve, create, review, change, dream, explore
laterally, or elaborate as a situation warrants.

These

are processes which have great appeal for gifted students
(Dettmer 1980, p. 139).
This delivery model requires little or no funding; its only requirement
is someone to coordinate the schedules.
In a national survey of exemplary gifted programs, Crabbe and
Campbell (1978) found that out of 93 school districts in 23 states,
35 used mini-courses to teach their gifted students.

The authors

defined a mini-course as "Special topic courses that are of shorter
duration than a full semester and generally are of a supplementary
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nature to the usual curriculum" (p. 2).
Process of Developing the Research
During the research for this thesis, the following topics emerged
as major concerns:

(1) the importance of gifted/talented education,

(2) the myths and stereotypes surrounding the gifted, and (3) societal
and teacher attitudes toward the gifted.
Society is becoming increasingly more complex; its functioning
depends upon individuals who can carry out specialized tasks yet who
can be flexible and creative in their thinking.
For this reason we must not be content with any system of
universal education that provides identical treatment for
all pupils.

We must work out ways of diversifying educa

tion to make it fit diverse individuals whose talents should
be developed and utilized (Tyler 1974, p. 6).
Lyon (1981) puts it on a more personal level.
For every gifted child who is not allowed to reach his or
her potential, there is a lost opportunity.

That child

might have eventually composed a concerto, found the cure
for a hitherto terminal disease, or developed a formula
for world peace.

Wasting the potential of a gifted mind

is reckless for a society in desperate need of creativity
and inventiveness (p. 20).
Mead (1954) had no compassion with the lack of recognition given
to the gifted.

She states

By this refusal to recognize special gifts, we have wasted
and dissipated, driven into apathy or schizophrenia uncounted
numbers of gifted children.

If they learn easily, they are
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penalized for being bored when they have nothing to do.
. . . And there is in America today an appalling waste of
first-rate talents, while the slightly superior people just
because they have to work hard to get straight A's, are
forgiven (p. 213).
Most of the problems in gifted/talented education are either
directly or indirectly caused by the myths surrounding the gifted child.
One of the most pervasive myths is that of elitism.
In American society there is a love-hate relationship with
giftedness and talent.

On the one hand, we revere the gifted

individual who has risen from humble background.

We are

proud to live in a society where talent can triumph over
poor environments or limited family status.

On the other,

our nation began by battling an aristocratic elite and we
are strong in our commitment to egalitarianism.
wish a new elite class to develop.

We do not

As a result, we waver

in our attitudes (Gallagher & Weiss 1979, p. 1).
Besides elitism, the myths surrounding the gifted include such beliefs
as:

(1) the gifted child is just an oddball or freak; (2) gifted chil

dren are weak and puny; (3) gifted children are bookworms; (4) gifted
children are usually unattractive (they probably wear hornrimmed
glasses!); (5) the gifted child is the one who is most enthusiastic
about school and school work; (6) nearly all gifted children come from
upper middle class and professional families; (7) gifted children are
social misfits; (8) gifted children have different play interests than
"normal" children; (9) gifted children tend to be egotistic and snob
bish; (10) gifted children who have the same I.Q.'s tend to have the
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same kind of abilities and academic interests; (11) gifted children
never become leaders in elementary or secondary school; (12) gifted
children often fail to adjust to college, if they are accelerated
through elementary or secondary schools, because of their immaturity;
and (13) gifted children are often timid, shy, and anxious individuals
(Thomas & Crescimbeni 1966).
These myths and attitudes have often been reflected by classroom
teachers in their identification of gifted children and their accept
ance of gifted programs.

Grove (1975) cites a moving example:

Had there been a prize for the most piercingly painful story,
it might have gone to painter Frank Mason, who told of his
experience in a New York City high school.

In art class,

he heard about a city-wide art contest and he did a picture
for it.

After vainly watching the newspapers for news of

winners, he finally went to the art teacher . . . and asked,
"What happened about that art contest?"

"Oh, I forgot to

tell you," said the teacher, retrieving his picture from a
closet, "I didn't send your picture in to the contest.

They

wouldn't have believed you did it yourself" (p. 11).
Isaacs (1972) cites another case:
As early as kindergarten, teachers have been known to find
fault with every move of a gifted child.

One gifted, pleas

ing and pleasant-looking five-year-old asked her mother:
"Why can't I do anything right for my teacher?"

The girl's

IQ was 155 (p. 313).
In an article on teacher attitudes toward gifted children, Jacobs
(1972) states
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What is not perhaps so generally recognized is the prodigies
are sometimes out of phase with societal demands also; they
tend to make people as uncomfortable as retarded children
do.

Both retarded children and prodigies unwittingly violate

social expectations— they need help if they are to reach
their full potential (p. 23).
The gifted need to know that their talents are worthy of recogni
tion and that they will be supported, not hindered.

So often society

reacts as Jonathan Swift so aptly expressed in his "Thoughts on various
subjects, Moral and Diverting":
When a true genius appears in the world, you may know him
by this sign, that the dunces are all in confederacy against
him.
It is imperative that these negative attitudes be confronted and dealt
with in an expedient manner such that the education of these exceptional
children is no longer impeded through ignorance.

These attitudes can be

changed or at least diminished with thoughtful study and planning.
This writer became interested in problems that attitudes can cause
when she became coordinator of Project IMPACT, Grand Forks Public
School's first gifted and talented program.

One requirement of the

Title IV-C grant which funded the program was the administration of a
teacher attitude survey toward gifted children.

This requirement,

coupled with negativism she encountered on the job, piqued an interest
to research teacher attitudes.
The above section has shown the general problems of attitudes in
relation to gifted and talented education and the writer's realization
that there was a need for such a study in Project IMPACT.

Indeed, the
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problem may be statewide.

Coordinators of gifted programs in Minot,

Fargo, and Moorhead have reported negativism on the parts of fellow
educators when they first implemented their projects.

This negativism

stems from the frequent misconceptions toward the gifted and a fear of
elitism that the above research has documented.

There is an attitude

that because of a child's special gifts, he or she can succeed without
special services.

However, research shows that one out of five high

school dropouts are gifted; consequently, their needs are not being
met.

Given proper environments organized by knowledgeable educators,

these children's needs can be nurtured and they can make valuable con
tributions to our society.

The gifted are one of our country's most

valuable resources; we cannot afford to waste them due to ignorance.
Purposes
The following thesis is based on the author's belief in the impor
tance of gifted/talented education and on the potentially harmful effect
of attitudes toward the gifted.
The purposes of this paper are:

(1) to review the literature

relating to attitudes toward gifted education; (2) to describe a gifted
education program, Project IMPACT, in the Grand Forks Public Schools;
(3) to compare the attitudes of local teachers with inservice training
to those who have not received inservice; and (4) to provide practical
suggestions for teacher in-service that might lead to the improvement
of teacher attitudes toward the gifted in Grand Forks.
Organization of the Dissertation
The dissertation has been organized to reflect the following pro
gression:

(1) an introductory chapter to provide a general background
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of gifted/talented education; (2) a review of the literature with em
phasis on teacher attitudes; (3) a description of Project IMPACT;
(4) the design of the teacher attitude survey; (5) an analysis of the
data; and (6) proposals for improving teacher attitudes.

CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
The research literature relevant to this paper divides into four
major areas:

(1) general attitudes toward the gifted as measured

through teacher evaluations and surveys; (2) the effects of improper
identification of the gifted; (3) specific studies on teacher identifi
cation of, and teacher attitudes toward, the gifted and talented; and
(4) the controversy of the self-fulfilling prophecy.

These four areas,

reported on in the following pages, are extremely important ones for
the success of gifted education in general.
As human beings, teachers have attitudes which are expressions of
their opinions and dispositions.

These attitudes are important because

they are reflected verbally and nonverbally in the classroom.

In the

area of gifted education, studies indicate that teachers are not only
poor identifiers of the gifted, but that they often exhibit poor atti
tudes toward these exceptional children (Gear 1976; Jacobs 1971;
Pegnato & Birch 1959; Wilson 1963).
and the egg:

It may be a case of the chicken

"Do the attitudes of others result from the actions of

the gifted person, or is the gifted individual's behavior the result of
other people's attitudes and prejudices?" (Clark 1979, p. 87).
Clark (1979) presents one example of a teacher's action toward a
gifted boy.

If, as Webster defines it, attitudes are a manner of act

ing that show one's opinion, this particular teacher's bias is clear.
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After one particular exam . . . h i s exam was returned with
a failing grade, F.

Not used to such outcomes and feeling

that something had to be wrong . . .
teacher.

he approached his

There followed a rather one-sided inquiry into

the reasons for the failing mark, and the student became
increasingly frustrated and upset as the teacher sat smil
ing at his discomfort.

Finally, the young man demanded

to know why he had failed, and the teacher's response was,
"Oh, you didn't really get an F."

At this point he showed

the student an A+ recorded in his grade book--the highest
mark in the class.

"I just wanted to see how you would

take it if you got an F," the teacher commented (p. 89).
One might judge this teacher's curiosity as cruel; it may be particu
larly devastating to a gifted individual who has a high level of
sensitivity.
"Since the literature on attitudes tends to agree that attitudes
are learned and therefore educable, we need to be more aware of the
attitudes that we and others communicate toward the gifted" (Clark 1979,
p. 87)._

If a teacher's attitude is negative toward gifted children,

the children may be receiving messages to the effect that their ability
is less than desirable.

"From a global viewpoint, this is most likely

the beginning of society's intervention to say to the gifted that his
ability would be more appreciated if it were more normal" (Jacobs 1972,
p. 25).
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General Attitudes Toward the Gifted
As Measured through Teacher
Evaluations and Surveys
Various research projects have been conducted to measure and
ascertain the general attitudes that teachers have towards the gifted.
These studies vary in their focus from specific attitudes toward such
variables as elitism in the gifted to more general needs such as sup
port services desired by teachers from the school district (Breiter
1979; House 1977; Justman & Wrightsome 1956; Morra 1976; Taylor 1964;
Weiner & O'Shea 1963; Weiss & Gallagher 1980).
In an evaluation report on the Minnesota Gifted Education Mas
ter's Program (MGEMP), House (1977) refers to the importance of recent
studies on attitudes toward, and stereotypes about, the gifted.

Her

concern about the attitudes of teachers of the gifted is based on the
belief that negative perceptions can hinder both the identification of
gifted students and the implementation of programs to meet their needs.
In her study, she used an adaptation of the Adjective Check List (ACL)
on a pre- post- basis.

This modified list contained 150 favorable and

unfavorable adjectives; the 24 respondents were asked to check those
adjectives which they felt applied to gifted children.

Her results

showed that although these teachers strongly favored gifted education
programs and tended to support the most common alternatives such as
grouping, enrichment, and independent study, many held mixed opinions
on grade skipping and mainstreaming, disagreed with the adequacy and
appropriateness of gifted education in their own schools, expressed
uncertainty at the suggestion that gifted students in special programs
may miss some of the basics in education, and held both positive and
negative attitudes toward the gifted.

During the second year of the
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MGEMP program, House added 150 neutral adjectives to the modified ACL
and compared the results of the first and second year.
They indicate that the favorable adjectives descriptive
of superior intellectual ability and the unfavorable descrip
tors as argumentative and opinionated continue to dominate
the teachers' stereotypes of the gifted despite the addi
tion of 150 neutral adjectives (p. 31).
After both years of the program, post-tests indicated that there
was a tendency to express a stronger degree of agreement about the need
for gifted education after the MGEMP program.
A study of the expressed attitudes of teachers toward special
classes for intellectually gifted children (IGC) in New York City was
undertaken by Justman & Wrightsome in 1956.

As a means of determining

the acceptance of the IGC classes by teacher personnel, a questionnaire
was administered that sampled 121 teachers in four schools in which IGC
classes had been a part of the school organization for at least five
years.

The questionnaire called for the indication of teacher accept

ance of a series of thirty statements on a five-point scale ranging
from "Strongly Agree" to "Strongly Disagree."

In general, the results

showed that the greater the number of years of general teaching experi
ence, the greater the tendency to vote for the termination of the IGC
classes, a relationship approaching significance at the .05 level.

On

the other hand, teachers who had teaching experience in the IGC classes
tended to vote that these special classes be retained in the school's
organizational structure (Justman & Wrightsome 1956).

Younger teachers

and teachers with IGC experience tend to maintain that (1) children get
better training for leadership in an IGC class than in a regular
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classroom, tend to be above average in social adjustment, get along
well with other children from other classes in work and play situations
and do not tend to become conceited about their abilities; (2) teachers
of IGC classes have to spend more time in preparation for class; and
(3) parents of children in IGC classes are more cooperative and take
more interest in the work of their children than other parents do.
Older teachers and teachers without IGC experience tend to maintain
that:

(1) children in IGC classes would have made more progress had

they remained in regular classes, do not develop respect for adults as
do children in regular classes, and tend to "show off" at every oppor
tunity; (2) too many children are placed in the program who don't
belong there; (3) placement of a child in an IGC class tends to aggra
vate personal problems that he may have; (4) having small IGC classes
is unfair to other teachers; (5) parents try to pull strings to get
their children enrolled in an IGC class and if the child is in the pro
gram try to interfere with the teacher's work; and (6) IGC classes tend
to neglect the fundamentals.
During the second year of the gifted program in Alexandria,
Virginia, an evaluation study included a survey of the regular class
room teachers who had charge of the 400 gifted and talented pupils from
ten schools when they were not participating in program activities.
Although the district felt the need for additional perspective on the
program from skilled professional observers who were close to the
pupils, there was also the need to investigate charges made by some
parents that the regular classroom teachers were not supportive of the
program (Morra 1976).

This last reason is related to teacher attitudes

From the survey, Morra found that teachers felt that their training to
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work with the gifted and talented program was less than average and
that they wanted to receive more information about the curriculum.
Teachers felt that the enrichment model was the only program option
that provided appreciable amounts of feedback and cross-fertilization
of ideas.

The data showed that, in general, teachers expressed a posi

tive attitude toward differentiated education, but that they were more
favorable to differentiated education of the handicapped than that of
the gifted.

In addition, even though the teachers felt that the gifted

program disrupted the regular classroom schedule only minimally, they
did feel that the gifted and talented students exhibited attitudes of
superiority.

Data showed very clearly that the teachers were less

enthusiastic about the effects of the program than the parents.
In 1964, Taylor conducted a survey of teacher attitudes toward
the gifted using Weiner's Teacher Attitude Scale.

The questionnaire

was sent to 191 teachers at twelve elementary schools in the South San
Francisco Unified School District.

Of these, 119 were returned, giving

a 62 percent reply upon which to base the study.

His results showed

that teachers felt that neither aptitude nor the intellectual ability
of a given child should be the primary consideration when screening
and selecting gifted children.

The teachers agreed that singling out

gifted students for special programming resulted in the establishment
of an elite class.

In regard to acceleration for the gifted, the

majority answered that too much emphasis is placed on intellectual
growth rather than social and emotional factors.

Although acceleration

normally takes place during the primary years, these teachers did not
feel that it was any wiser to accelerate the gifted during elementary
school than in secondary school.

The respondents did not feel that
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having a gifted class carried any special esteem for the teacher.
In 1980, Weiss & Gallagher directed a study to determine the
effects of personal experience on attitudes toward gifted education.
The sample was randomly selected from the faculty at five universities:
The University of San Francisco, University of North Carolina at Chapel
Hill, University of Georgia, Indiana University, and Duke University.
Of the 586 faculty members who responded to the questionnaire, 76 per
cent felt that most regular classroom teachers did not have the extra
time to help the gifted child.

Although many expressed concerns about

the issue of social adjustment, few said that they would keep their own
child out of a gifted program.

Overall they did not feel that the

"gifted will make it anyway"; 73 percent would commit themselves to
vote for a school bond to provide additional money for services for the
gifted.

There was some concern about the additional pressures that

could be felt by the gifted child who might be provided with too large
a volume of work in the program.

The results indicated that faculty

members who had had direct personal experience with a gifted program
were more positive about the outcomes.

Factors such as the particular

university, age, religion, presence of children in the family, and
their own parent's educational level were not related to faculty atti
tudes about programs for gifted children.
A study on the attitudes of university faculty, administrators,
teachers, supervisors, and university students toward the gifted was
undertaken by Weiner and O'Shea in 1963.

It was conducted under the

sponsorship of the American Psychological Association by the subcom
mittee on Attitudes Toward the Gifted.

The population surveyed

consisted of 109 university faculty members in education and other
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fields, 127 administrators, 38 supervisors, 947 teachers, and 450 uni
versity students.

These respondents lived in six states:

California,

Wyoming, Illinois, Indiana, Pennsylvania, and Massachusetts.

The

researchers found that there was no relationship between age, sex,
income, number of years teaching and grade level and the teachers'
attitudes toward the gifted.

The most significant variables were the

number of degrees held, attendance of lectures on the gifted, classes
for the gifted, and teaching of the gifted.

There was a significant

relationship between the educational degree held and attitude.

Teach

ers with master's degrees were more favorable toward the gifted than
those with bachelor's degrees.

Significance was also found between

assignment of teachers to gifted classes and attitude; those who had
taught classes for the gifted were more favorable than those who had
not (Weiner & O'Shea 1963).
In summary, investigations of general attitudes toward the gifted
covered such concerns as the effects of teachers' negative perceptions
in the identification of gifted students and program implementation,
the expressed attitudes of teachers toward special classes for intellec
tually gifted children, the comparison of attitudes toward gifted edu
cation by adults who had had direct experience as participants in a
program for gifted children with a similar group with no experience,
and the measurement of teacher attitude toward the gifted.

Each of

these studies clearly showed that there are varied perceptions toward
the gifted (Breiter 1979; House 1977; Justman & Wrightsome 1956; Morra
1976; Taylor 1964; Weiner & O'Shea 1963; Weiss & Gallagher 1980).
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Effects of Improper Identification
Teachers negative attitudes toward the gifted, referred to in the
preceding section, can hinder both the identification and instruction
of the gifted in general, but there can be even more specific problems
in regard to two subgroups.

According to Lyon (1980), there are two

segments of the gifted population who remain unidentified:

racial mi

norities and underachieving students.
Culturally biased tests, normally used as a means of identifica
tion and selection, have failed to identify minority gifted children
leading to charges of racial discrimination.

"Over the years many

groups have been excluded from gifted programs because of faulty iden
tification procedures and biased programming" (Lyon 1980, p. 6).

Lyon

does feel that this situation is being somewhat alleviated through
government intervention and multi-dimensional approaches to identifica
tion.
Identifying the underachieving gifted can be as monumental a task
as providing unbiased testing for minority groups.

In some cases, test

ing is not used as the primary screening for gifted children and teach
ers are asked to identify those children in their classrooms who fit
this segment of the population.

These children are often overlooked

because they sometimes manifest behavior that is contrary to the expec
tations that teachers have of gifted children (Lyon 1980).
question that needs to be answered is:

The

was the behavior always present

in the child or was the behavior provoked by failure to provide for the
needs of the gifted child?

If left unidentified, some gifted children

will have a tendency to exhibit "acting out" behaviors.
feels that:

Lyon (1980)
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At times a gifted child, unaided by special programming,
may take one of three tacks:

(1) drifting into a state

of lethargy; (2) concealing his ability to avoid ridicule
or embarrassment; or (3) becoming a discipline problem out
of frustration (p. 6).
In addition to these three alternatives, there exists the possi
bility that a child may merely live up to hi$ teacher's expectations.
It would appear . . . that intellectual development--insofar
as this can be determined by changes in I.Q. scores— can be
adversely affected when a teacher expects less from a
superior student than he is potentially capable of deliver
ing (Sutherland & Goldschmid 1974, p. 854).
The child adjusts his output to correspond to the expectations of the
teacher; low demands culminate in below-potential performance and even
in I.Q. scores.
Teachers as Poor Identifiers
of the Gifted
Various studies have been conducted to determine the effective
ness of teachers in identifying gifted and talented children by
observation.

The results are not encouraging; indeed, the findings

emphasize the considerable need to educate teachers on the character
istics and traits of the gifted so that identification accuracy will be
improved.
A study to determine the effectiveness of teacher and parent
identification of gifted children as a function of school level was
undertaken by Jacobs in 1971.

In his research, 654 kindergarten stu

dents were evaluated to determine their level of intellectual ability.
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Of those students, 19 had a Wechsler Preschool and Primary Scale of
Intelligence full-scale I.Q. of 125 and above and were considered to be
gifted children for the purposes of the study.

The parents of each of

the 654 children were asked at the beginning of the school year whether
their child might possibly be intellectually gifted.
parents felt that their child might be gifted.
were non-gifted and 16 were gifted.

Twenty-six of the

Of these children, 10

After six months of school, the

12 kindergarten teachers were asked to nominate those children in their
classrooms who might be gifted.

The teachers nominated 46 children;

44 were average ability children and two were gifted.

However, those

two children were not in the original study of the 654 children; they
had entered the school district after the study began.

Consequently,

none of the previously identified 19 gifted children were nominated by
the teachers.

As a result, Jacobs found that parents had an effective

ness of nomination of 76 percent whereas the kindergarten teachers had
an effectiveness of only 9.5 percent.
In 1959, Pegnato & Birch conducted a study to locate gifted chil
dren in junior high schools using a variety of means such that they
could compare which method was most effective.

These methods of screen

ing for referral included teacher judgment, honor roll listing, creative
ability in art or music, student council membership, superiority in
mathematics, group intelligence test results, and group achievement
test results.

As this paper focuses on teacher attitudes, the screen

ing method reviewed here will be teacher judgment.

Mental giftedness

in this study was defined as a Stanford-Binet Intelligence Quotient of
136 or higher determined by a school psychologist.

The research popu

lation consisted of 1400 students in grades seven through nine in a
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junior-senior high school in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania.

Teachers were

asked to name the children that they felt were mentally gifted in their
home rooms and other classes; they also had to state why they consid
ered the child to be gifted.

No definition of giftedness was given

to the teachers; they were free to interpret "giftedness" in their own
way.

Pegnato and Birch defined teacher effectiveness as the ratio of

confirmed students nominated by the teacher in the research sample to
the actual number of gifted students in the classroom.

Efficiency of

teacher identification is the ratio of the number of confirmed gifted
students identified by the teacher in the research sample to the total
number nominated as gifted.

The results of the study showed that teach

ers do not locate gifted students effectively or efficiently enough
to place much reliance on them for screening.

The category Teacher

Judgment indicated that only 45.1 percent of the gifted children actu
ally present were included in the teacher's lists.

This showed that

not only were more than half of the gifted missed, but a breakdown of
those children referred as gifted by teachers revealed that almost a
third (31.4 percent) of those chosen by teachers were not in the gifted
or superior range, but in the average intelligence range on the
Stanford-Binet (Pegnato & Birch 1959).
Another study on teacher judgment of pupil intelligence was con
ducted by Alexander (1953) in Lawrence County, Missouri.

The research

population consisted of thirty-five teachers in grades three through
eight; 50 percent of these teachers had completed 120 hours of college
training and the median of teaching experience was 12 years.

As the

study was conducted in the middle of the second semester of the aca
demic year 1948-49, the teachers had been acquainted with their
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students for six months.

As a part of the study, teachers were asked

to list in order the five most intelligent and the five least intelli
gent students in their classrooms.

After the teachers had completed

this task, the California Test of Mental Maturity was administered to
measure intelligence.

The results of the study showed that of the 199

students who were considered by their teachers to be most intelligent,
only 114, or 57.3 percent, were found to be so according to the Califor
nia Test of Mental Maturity.
Since teachers have difficulty in identifying gifted children,
can anything be done to improve their reliability?
been done in the area of such training.

Some research has

Two studies (Gear 1978; Wilson

1963) attempted to improve teacher effectiveness and reliability in
identifying giftedness by training them to recognize the most common
characteristics of gifted pupils.
One study was performed to investigate the effectiveness of
teacher identification of gifted children.

Conducted by Wilson during

the 1960-61 academic year in the Galesburg District 205, the study was
part of the Special Study Project for Gifted Children in Illinois.

The

hypothesis was that classroom teachers could effectively determine the
gifted children in their classes especially if some training was
offered to them which described the most common characteristics of this
population.

In late September, 1960, after classes had been underway

for three weeks, teachers were asked to identify the mentally gifted
pupils in their classes.
cumulative folders.

Those teachers did not have access to the

Two groups, an experimental and a control, were

set up with approximately 140 teachers each.

The experimental group

attended three one-hour inservice training sessions.

Smaller groups of
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30-35 were formed; discussion leaders covered topics concerning the
characteristics exhibited by gifted students in the regular classroom,
myths about giftedness, the I.Q. variability, creativity and the gifted
child, identification of the gifted in the classroom, and developing
appropriate materials for the mentally gifted.

In April, 1961, every

teacher in the district was given a checklist with which to evaluate
his/her classes.

The instrument contained 10 widely accepted character

istics that are often exhibited by gifted pupils in the regular class
room.

The results of the fall evaluation, before the training had

taken place, showed that on the average, 45 percent of the students in
grades 1-12 with a group score of 120+ on a group intelligence test
(SRA Achievement Tests, Iowa Tests of Educational Development, or the
SRA Primary Ability Test) were a part of teacher selections; 62 percent
of the students with a score of 130+ were not listed (Wilson 1963).
After an evaluation was performed in the spring, it was found that the
experimental group of teachers who attended the training sessions did
not do significantly better than the control group who had not attended
the sessions.

Wilson raised the possibility that the topics that they

discussed in the training sessions were too broad to be covered in only
three hours of time and therefore had little effect on the teacher
selections in the spring.
Another training program attempted to change teachers' attitudes
toward gifted children and to determine whether a favorable attitude
change would improve identification.

Entitled Identification of Poten

tially Gifted (IPG), it had no measurable effect on teachers' attitude
toward disadvantaged children and would seem to offer as little encour
agement as Wilson's study with regard to teachers' ability to identify
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gifted.

Gear (1978) employed the posttest-only control group design

that utilizes 16 treatment sites in a rural West Virginia poverty
region, eight in the experimental group and eight in the control group.
The experimental group was composed of 24 randomly selected teachers
who had participated in the IPG training program; the control group,
which also contained 24 teachers, was not given instruction.

The 48

teachers were randomly selected from a population of 65 intermediate
grade teachers (grades 3-6) in 21 schools and then randomly assigned to
treatment groups.

Both groups were equivalent in terms of certifica

tion level, grade level taught, and years of teaching experience.

The

inservice training, limited to 15 participants, consisted of five twohour sessions; all training was completed in a four-week period.

After

the final session, all the teachers in the research sample were asked
to nominate the children in their classrooms whom they felt were
gifted.

These referrals were checked against a list of the confirmed

gifted who had been identified through intensive screening and testing
procedures by a placement team.

The results showed that although train

ing significantly improved identification of the gifted, the teachers'
attitude, contrary to expectation, had no relationship to their accu
racy in identifying gifted children.
While it is clear that teacher judgment is not an adequate
screening device for gifted children, it is realistic to acknowledge
that teacher nomination is still one of the most accessible and educa
tionally accountable sources.

Involving teachers in the identification

process seems inherently practical because teachers are familiar with
the work and behavior of their students.

Furthermore, the concerted

efforts of teachers may provide continuous and comprehensive screening
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at all grade levels (Gear 1976).

If teacher nomination is to be uti

lized as a means of identifying the gifted, it would appear that more
objective measures should be considered and thought should be given to
providing training sessions to teachers.

As Gear's and Wilson's stud

ies show, training may do little to improve teacher attitude toward the
gifted; however, Gear did find that the teachers with training were
twice as effective in making referrals.
Pygmalion and the Self-Fulfilling
Prophecy: Fact or Fiction?
Connected to the problem of attitudes under review here is the
now famous Rosenthal & Jacobson book, Pygmalion in the Classroom.

When

Pygmalion was published in 1968, it was greeted with enthusiasm and
received more attention in the mass media than any other product of the
behavioral sciences in the 1960's .

"It struck a responsive chord among

millions who were looking for an explanation of the educational prob
lems of children from low-income areas--problems intimately connected
with our most poignant national concerns" (Elashoff & Snow 1971, p. v).
In reality, the Pygmalion research triggered an ongoing contro
versy.

On the one side were Rosenthal followers who embraced the self-

fulfilling prophecy concept; on the other side were a growing number of
trained professionals in psychological measurement and statistical
analysis who seriously questioned the validity of the RosenthalJacobson data and conclusions.
Rosenthal and Jacobson
The Rosenthal & Jacobson study took place at Oak School, an ele
mentary school in San Francisco.

Involving classes that were
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designated as fast, medium, and slow in reading at each grade level
from first through sixth grade, they administered to 255 students
Flanagan's Tests of General Ability (TOGA) which is a non-language
group intelligence test providing verbal and reasoning subscores as
well as total I.Q.

The researchers told the participating teachers

that this test would identify late

"bloomers" who would probably

experience an unusual spurt in academic and intellectual performance
during the coming year.

That fall, 20 percent of the children were

randomly selected by the experimenters and arbitrarily designated as
"bloomers."

The 18 teachers involved in the study were given a list of

the potential "bloomers."

TOGA was then readministered in January

1965, May 1965, and May 1966.

In essence, because the children were

selected randomly and not by the test, the researchers deliberately
tried to manipulate teachers' expectations for their students' achieve
ment to see if these expectations would be fulfilled.

The overall

results showed that teachers' favorable expectations could be respons
ible for gains in students' I.Q.'s and achievement, and, for the lower
grades, quite dramatic gains.

Rosenthal & Jacobson reasoned that the

expectations created about these children somehow caused the teachers
to treat them differently with the result that the children's perform
ance was higher at year's end.
In Pygmalion in the Classroom, the authors cited a study per
formed by Leonard Cahen in 1966 which was designed to determine whether
false information about pupils' aptitudes would influence teachers'
scoring of pupils' tests.

The research population, 256 teachers-in-

training, was given tests to score in which the pupil's I.Q. and read
ing level were noted on the front.

Cahen's results showed tests of
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allegedly brighter children were given much greater benefit of the
doubt by teachers-in-training than those tests of the allegedly duller
children.
In another study of the self-fulfilling prophecy, Palardy studied
existing teacher expectations about the probable success of boys, com
pared with girls, in learning to read.

Forty-two first-grade teachers

completed questionnaires indicating their opinions.

Five teachers who

thought that boys' probability of success was about equal to girls'
(Group A) were matched (on the basis of experience, race, location of
schools, grouping, and materials used in their classes) with five who
believed that boys' probability of success was lower (Group B).

The

reading achievement of 107 pupils of Group A teachers and 109 pupils
of Group B teachers was measured in May using the Stanford Achievement
Test (Primary Battery, Form X).

The pretests that were taken in Sep

tember had shown no significant differences in the scores between
students in these groups.

The results in May showed that the boys with

Group B teachers scored considerably lower than girls of either group
and boys of Group A in reading achievement.

In summary, the study

showed that when first-grade teachers reported that they believed that
boys were far less successful than girls in learning to read, the boy
students of those teachers did achieve less well on a standardized read
ing test than a comparable group of boy students whose teachers
reported that they believed that boys were as successful as girls in
learning to read (Palardy 1969).
Pygmalion Challenged
Despite some studies indicating that there is indeed truth to
the self-fulfilling prophecy, the main arguments against Rosenthal's

39

and Jacobson's study focus on the validity of the data.

Barber &

Silver 1968; Claiborn 1969; Elashoff & Snow 1971; Gephart & Antonoplos
1969; and Thorndike 1968 all conclude that the validity of the data is
untrustworthy.

Questions have been raised about the data gathering

methods and the techniques of analysis used for the Pygmalion studies.
Fleming & Anttonen (1971) performed a study to examine whether
or not the self-fulfilling prophecy would operate when conventional
educational measures and procedures were used.

The research, conducted

in the Cleveland Public Schools, employed the staffs in 22 schools.
The teachers were asked to assist the researchers in comparing differ
ent approaches to intelligence testing in the primary grades.

In the

fall of 1968, 1,087 second-graders in 39 classrooms were tested with
the Kuhlmann-Anderson Intelligence Test.

From the original 1,087 stu

dents, 859 were present for the entire experiment; the remainder were
either absent when the posttest was administered or had moved.

After

the fall testing, teachers were given class results using the following
design:

one-fourth of each class had Primary Mental Abilities percent

iles reported, one-fourth had no I.Q. listed, one-fourth had I.Q.
scores reported as tested, and one-fourth had I.Q.'s reported that
were inflated by 16 points.

There was no other communication with the

teachers until May 1969 when the Kuhlmann-Anderson Intelligence Test
was readministered by the experimental team (Fleming & Anttonen 1971).
In a discussion of their results, the researchers state:
It appears that, in the real world of the teacher using
IQ test information, the self-fulfilling prophecy does
not operate as Rosenthal hypothesizes.

We can only conclude

that teachers are more sensitive to the functioning level
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of students than previously believed since teachers, in
fact, identified the inflated group as less accurate.

Rec

ognition of the deception by the teachers suggests that
day to day living with the academic performance and behavior
of children, provides more input than the results of an
intelligence test administered on one given day (p. 250).
Naturalistic Expectations
Another trend in the Pygmalion inquiry is to use the naturally
formed expectations of teachers.

In this kind of research, no attempt

is made to induce expectations.

Citing a study by Brophy & Good, Jeter

(1975) stated
Naturalistic studies using teachers' real expectations about
their students usually yielded positive findings.

These

studies show that teachers' expectations do tend to have
self-fulfilling prophecy effects, causing the teachers to
behave in ways that tend to make their expectations come
true.
The expectation-oriented behavior of the teachers manifests itself in
different ways.

Studies that have researched these naturalistic expec

tations indicate that teachers communicate a more positive attitude
toward students whom they believe are gifted than students whom they
believe are below average (Chaikin, Sigler, & Derlega 1974; Cooper
1979; Jeter 1975; Kester & Letchworth 1972; Page 1971).

This positive

attitude is normally manifested in increased non-verbal gestures:
touching, close distance, forward body lean, eye contact, a high rate
of gesticulation, positive head nods, and positive facial expressions.
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A study on nonverbal mediators of teacher expectancy effects was
conducted by Chaikin, Sigler, and Derlega (1974).

It was predicted

that tutors would communicate a more positive attitude toward students
whom they thought were gifted than students they thought were below
average.

This would be measured by eye contact, gesticulation, for

ward lean, head nods, and facial expressions.

To test the hypothesis,

21 tutors in the experimental group were given information that led
them to expect superior or inferior performance about their students;
the control group of tutors were given no such information about their
students.

A five-minute interaction between the tutor and student was

recorded on videotape and then analyzed for nonverbal behavior by an
independent rater who did not know the treatment conditions.
year-old boys were hired to serve as the students.

Two 10-

The results of the

study showed that the tutors who expected a superior performance leaned
forward more, leaned backward less, looked their students in the eye
more, and smiled more than the tutors who expected a poor performance.
In other words, the tutors who had the supposedly bright pupils were
more likely to engage in nonverbal behaviors indicating approval than
the tutors who had the "less-intelligent" pupils (Chaiken, et al.
1974).
In addition, Jeter (1975) found that with high-expectancy pupils,
there was a quantitative and qualitative difference in teacher inter
action.

"That is, highs were asked more questions, received more

extended teacher feedback, and received proportionately more praise
and less criticism" (Jeter 1975, p. 163).
In a study on teachers' communication of different expectations
for children's classroom performance, Brophy and Good (1970) found that
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teachers tended to stay with children that they felt had high poten
tial longer after those students had failed to answer a question than
with other children.

The research was conducted in four first-grade

classrooms in a small Texas school district that served a generally
rural and lower-class population.

However, there was a large military

base that was located in the district which contributed 45 percent of
the children in the school where observations were taken.

The research

was conducted in four of the nine first-grade classrooms because there
was only one teacher present in the room.

The four participating

teachers were asked to rank the children in their class in the order
of their achievement.

These rankings were then used as the measure

of the teachers' expectations for classroom performance for the children
in their classes.

In each class, three boys and three girls that were

high on the teacher's list (highs) and three boys and three girls low
in the teacher's list (lows) were chosen for observational study.

The

results of the study showed that when teachers persisted with the
highs who gave incorrect responses, they exhibited several behaviors:
more clue giving, more repetition, more re-phrasing, and a longer time
allowed to respond before re-directing the question to other class
members.
It appears that a teacher expectation requires more than its own
existence in order to become self-fulfilling.
In order to become self-fulfilling, they [teacher expecta
tions] must be translated into behavior that will communicate
expectations to the pupil and will shape his behavior through
expected patterns.

This does not always happen though; the

teacher may not have definite expectations about a particular
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pupil, or his expectations may continually change (Jeter 1975,
p. 164).
There doesn't appear to be a definite answer to the question of
the self-fulfilling prophecy.
For now, then, it seems best to conclude that expectations
influence performance, but they likely sustain it at a pre
existing level or allow latent differences in student
performance to emerge rather than radically alter its
course (Cooper 1979, p. 392).
Whether the arguments suggest further analytical research or closer
attention to the teacher's behavior in transmitting the expectations
to the students, one thing is clear:
that requires further attention.

this is a controversial subject

CHAPTER III
DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT IMPACT
Background
In 1978, the Grand Forks Public School District became concerned
because high potential students were not receiving attention and pro
gramming.

Two summer projects evolved out of this high interest and

produced two manuals, "Working with High Potential/Gifted Children" and
"Manual for the Identification of High Potential Students in Grades 3-6
in the Grand Forks Public Schools."

Two district principals who had

worked with the project decided to initiate a program of gifted educa
tion in Grand Forks.

Working with a faculty member in Special Education

from the University of North Dakota, they submitted a proposal for an
ESEA Title IV-C grant in December 1978 which would financially support
the implementation of a gifted program titled "Project IMPACT."
The acronym, IMPACT, stood for intensive Mini-courses to promote
Analytical and Critical Thinking.

The project proposed to educate high

potential children through the use of mini-courses designed to stimulate
the high potential learner's ability to reason creatively, critically,
and analytically.

The courses would be designed in four-week units to

cover a wide range of interests and skills.

Instructors were to be

recruited from among the school district's staff and local talent.
The target population was the gifted students in the Grand Forks
School District.

Parochial schools would be served on an equal basis
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with the public schools.

Within the three-year period of the grant,

all 16 elementary schools would be included in the project with four
pilot schools being involved in the first year.
Goal s
The grant proposal stated that the primary goal of Project IMPACT
was to provide extended educational opportunity to those students iden
tified as gifted within the Grand Forks area.

The authors of the grant

felt that this goal could be met through the following process objec
tives:

(1) to identify those students of the school population who

were gifted, (2) to identify and recruit a program coordinator for the
proposed project, (3) to provide information to parents and teachers
regarding the scope, sequence, and duration of the proposed project,
(4) to provide workshops for teachers to prepare them for the responsi
bility of meeting the needs of the gifted, (5) to recruit suitable
teachers with widely varying interests and capabilities to instruct the
mini-courses, (6) to provide instructional services (mini-courses)
geared specifically to the needs of gifted students, (7) to provide
instructional material for the mini-courses, and (8) to provide project
sponsors with evaluation information throughout the entire life of the
project.
Process
Groundwork
On March 2, 1979, the Director of ESEA Title IV-C for North Dakota,
informed the Grand Forks Public School District that their Project
IMPACT proposal had been funded.

The next step was to employ a coordi

nator who would be capable of implementing the grant.
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In May, 1979, the writer was contacted regarding her interest in
the position of coordinator.

Because of her previous experience and

current research, she accepted the position.
This grant in question was quite ambitious.

Whereas most gifted

programs spend an entire academic year laying groundwork, IMPACT
required both the groundwork and active involvement with children within
the first year.

Primarily the program emphasized three areas:

the

identification and selection of high potential children, the provision
of inservice training to teachers and parents, and the active participa
tion of the selected children in the program.
Throughout the entire first year additional information relevant
to the project was gained through site visitation of other gifted pro
grams.

During the first year of the project, the coordinator traveled

to Fargo and Minot, North Dakota; Moorhead, Minnesota; Fairfax County
and Charlottesville, Virginia.

By comparing programs and seeing them

"in action," she developed a more refined definition of gifted program
ming.

She also attended the International Conference for the Council

for Exceptional Children in Philadelphia, the Celebration Conference
for Gifted in Moorhead, and two statewide conferences for gifted.

A

presentation on Project IMPACT was made on March 28, 1980 in Bismarck
to the ESEA Title IV-C State Advisory Council.
Identification
As there had been no formal program for gifted education in Grand
Forks, there had been no need to identify gifted children.

Although no

formal definition of "gifted" was written into the grant, the coordina
tor was informed when employed by the district, that "gifted" should be
interpreted as "academically gifted" as opposed to the multiple criteria
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outlined in the federal definition.

The project directors along with

the coordinator decided that the identification process would take
place during the fall with all pre-testing performed no later than
December 21, 1979.

Children chosen for program participation would be

selected using several criteria which differed for each grade level.
The criterion for grades 3-6 would be scores from the Iowa Test of
Basic Skills (ITBS), for grade 5 scores from the Cognitive Abilities
Test (CAT), and for grade 6 scores from the Lorge-Thorndike Intelli
gence Test.

In order to qualify for the program, a child had to rank

in the 99th percentile on the ITBS, obtain a score of 125 or higher on
the CAT, and a score of 125 or higher on the Lorge-Thorndike.
scores were collected by the project coordinator.

These

In addition, teacher

nominations, based on a checklist of gifted characteristics, were made
in October after the teachers had had an opportunity to become better
acquainted with their students.
After this initial screening a committee consisting of the proj
ect coordinator, building principal, school psychologist, and several
staff teachers made the final decision as to which children were to be
included in the program.

If the placement committee felt that more

information was needed, other methods of collecting information were
suggested and used.

Parent nominations, peer nominations, and case

studies were alternatives utilized in making final decisions.
The grant stated that approximately three percent of all students
considered would be placed in the program.

On this basis, it was pro

jected that 30-44 students from the population of the four pilot
schools would be included during the first year of the project.

As it

turned out, 50 students were selected as potentially gifted and the

48

parents were notified.

Parents had the option of refusing to allow

their children to participate in the program.

Parents who consented

were required to sign a form permitting the further testing of their
child.

Four signatures were required on the consent form:

child, classroom teacher, and coordinator.
pass two potential problems:

parent,

This was to attempt to by

(1) placement of a child in the program

due to parental pressure, and (2) makeup assignments for those chil
dren who participated in Project IMPACT by classroom teachers.

The

following table lists the number of program participants per school:
TABLE 1
TOTAL SCHOOL POPULATION AND PARTICIPANTS OF PROJECT IMPACT

School

Number of Children
in Grades 3-6

Number of Children
per School in IMPACT

Eielson

377

25

Lewis & Clark

172

11

Roosevelt

144

9

St. Mary's

81

5
\

During the first year, Project IMPACT was serving 6.5 percent of the
children in grades 3-6 in the four pilot schools.
Procedural Timelines
The project also specified the following tasks:
1.

By September 14, 1979, the project coordinator would have

expanded the goals and objectives stated in the proposal into more spe
cific and detailed goals to be utilized as a project guideline.

This

written plan for the year would be submitted to the project directors.
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2.

By September 25, 1979, the project coordinator would design a

set of guidelines to be used in the development of pre- and post- eval
uations of each individual mini-course and submit them to the project
directors.
3.

By September 28, 1979, the project coordinator would submit a

projected outline for the year to the project directors of inservice
activities planned for teachers in the identified pilot schools.
4.

By October 20, 1979, the project coordinator and project

directors would develop a tentative list of mini-courses to be offered
during the first project year as evidenced by a list of mini-courses
and presenters filed with the project directors.
5.

By October 25, 1979, the project coordinator would have sur

veyed all teachers in the Grand Forks School District, developed a list
of teachers interested in serving as mini-course presenters, and would
file the list of all with the project directors.
6.

By October 30, 1979, identified gifted children would be sur

veyed, using an informal system designed by the project coordinator, to
determine interests and areas of special concern and preference as evi
denced by compiled written summaries of those items.
7.

By October 31, 1979, and by the last day of each following

month throughout the school year, the project coordinator would meet
and present informative inservice programs to the staff of the pilot
schools.
8.

By November 11, 1979, and by the first of each month there

after throughout the school year, the project coordinator would submit
to the directors a written plan of inservice activities for that month.
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9.

By November 15, 1979, the project directors and the project

coordinator would select the members of the Community Advisory Council.
10.

By December 21, 1979, the project coordinator would be

responsible for having conducted all pre-testing.
11.

Starting in February, 1980, the project coordinator would

receive summaries of pre- and post- evaluation results in writing from
presenters not later than one week after the completion of the mini
course.
12.

By April 15, 1980, the project coordinator would conduct all

post-testing.
13.

By the first day of each month throughout the life of the

project, the project coordinator would meet with the project evaluator,
would file a memorandum containing a summary of the day's activities
with the project directors.
14.

By the end of each year for the life of the project, the

project coordinator would arrange for the cataloguing of all published
materials used by the project and establish a library of these materi
als.
15.

At the end of the project year, the project coordinator

would draft a booklet containing a description of the project and perti
nent information related to the project.

The project coordinator would

arrange limited printing and dissemination within the school district
and in response to other requests.
15.

During the course of the project year, the coordinator would

compile a catalog of all materials developed, adopted, or adapted for
project use that are applicable for teaching gifted children in a regu
lar classroom setting, submitting a finished catalog to the project
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directors at the end of the first project year.
Attitudinal Reception
One unforeseen and difficult task was the necessity of promoting
positive feelings for the gifted in general and for Project IMPACT spe
cifically.

The project coordinator was often met with less-than-

positive feelings and a noted lack of cooperation.

For example, some

principals did not want their staff members to volunteer as mini-course
presenters and made it quite clear that they would not give approval
for participation in the project.
coordinator to speak to his staff.

One principal refused to allow the
Two junior high principals

expressed the concern that students who had not been selected for the
project would be missing instruction during the times their regular
teacher would be involved with teaching a mini-course even though sub
stitute teachers would be provided.

Their strong opinion was that

substitute teachers were generally inadequate.

While giving a recruit

ment speech for presenters at one elementary school, the coordinator
was constantly interrupted by the building principal.

After she asked

the teachers to please consider working with the new program, the prin
cipal's final note was an instruction to the teachers to clear anything
with him prior to contacting "her," designating the coordinator merely
by pronoun.

In all probability, politics played a major role in this

last incident.

His school was not one of the first year pilot schools,

and consequently the principal did not favor any sort of participation.
Principals were not the only ones with mixed reactions to Project
IMPACT; some elementary teachers voiced reservations about the program.
One elementary teacher emphatically felt that housewives and high
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school students could better serve the needs of the gifted than she
could.

Several teachers objected to completing the nomination form

because they did not feel that they had gifted children in their class
rooms.

Indeed, some said they had never had any gifted students.
Many other teachers, however, were enthusiastic.

One junior high

teacher submitted four well-developed proposals for mini-courses and the
coordinator of the Grand Forks Teacher Center offered to buy materials
that could be used with the gifted/talented on request.
A local mother, who had started the Grand Forks Association for
the Education of the Gifted with several other concerned parents in
1978, called the coordinator and offered her support.

She served as

chairperson for the Community Advisory Council and lobbied successfully
in the district for expanded services for the gifted.
Inservice Component
One major goal of Project IMPACT was to provide inservice train
ing to parents and teachers regarding the scope, sequence, and duration
of the proposed project.

Prior to implementation of the mini-courses,

workshops were prepared to provide teachers and parents with initial
skills for dealing with gifted children.

Once the mini-courses began,

the workshops continued throughout the year with the focus shifting to
more advanced understandings of, and development of strategies for
instructing, the gifted child.

A great amount of time was expended in

providing inservice training to those individuals directly involved
with the project.

Each pilot school received five inservice sessions

throughout the year.

A description of these may be seen in table 2.

Parents were encouraged to contact the Grand Forks Association for the
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Gifted which is a local group formed by concerned parents for the
gifted.

In-depth sessions were held for those teachers providing mini

courses.
TABLE 2
INSERVICE ACTIVITIES

Session

When

Activities

1

October

An introduction to the gifted child
and the associated characteristics.
Filmstrip: "The Gifted Child"

2

November

Discussion on the identification of
the gifted child. Film: "Children
of Promise"; handouts on observing
children's behavior.

3

January

Discussion on classroom strategies
using Taylor's Productive Thinking
Model and Bloom's Taxonomy.

4

February

Discussion on classroom strategies
using William's Model.

5

April

General review of topics covered
previously; discussion of materials
that were available in the district
for use with the gifted; introductii
of the identification matrix for thi
1980-81 academic year.

Presenter Recruitment
Teachers throughout the district were surveyed in an attempt to
identify those with possible interests and skills appropriate for the
instruction of gifted students.

From these surveys, potential teachers

were identified, interviews arranged, final selections made, and
teacher contracts formalized.

In exchange for developing and teaching

a mini-course, teachers received a stipend for developing a course,

54

released time on Friday afternoons, and a paid substitute for the time
they spent teaching the mini-courses.

Teachers were asked to commit

themselves to teach two four-week sessions.

Teaching one of the mini

courses provided the individual teachers with the opportunity to teach
something that they might have previously been unable to teach in a
regular classroom.

The areas were generally academically oriented, but

were not those areas normally considered in the curriculum for grades
3-6.

The mini-course presenters were indispensable for the project.

Without their expertise and enthusiasm, IMPACT would not have been a
success.

Therefore, the coordinator communicated with the presenters

frequently by phone and letters to ascertain that they were satisfied
with working conditions and that they had sufficient materials.
Project IMPACT mini-courses began on February 15, 1980.

They

took place for a two-hour block of time every Friday afternoon and
lasted for a duration of four weeks.
the first year.

Nine mini-courses were offered

The topics included:

(1) Taxidermy
(2) Governmental Systems
(3) Family Trees & Ethnic Backgrounds
(4) Theatre Makeup
(5) Cultural Investigations
(6) Exploring Space with Classical Music
(7) Indian Folklore
(8) Logic Problems, Puzzles, & Computers
(9) Greek Mythology
Each student was evaluated on a pre- and post- test basis to aid in
determining the effectiveness of instruction.

As the acronym implied,
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the focal point of this academically-oriented project was to promote
analytical and critical thinking.

The mini-courses were designed to

strengthen and reinforce these areas.
Community Support
The Community Advisory Council, proposed in the grant, served as
a sounding board and support group for Project IMPACT.

In addition to

the project coordinator, the council consisted of the project directors,
an elementary principal, three elementary teachers, a member of the
Central Administration, a parochial school principal, a faculty member
of the University of North Dakota, four parents, and the Director of
Special Services.

This group planned and organized an Open House May

8, 1980, to provide the participants and presenters of IMPACT with an
opportunity to share their mini-course projects with parents.
Related Grant Activity
In February, 1980, the coordinator was asked to draft a proposal
for a new grant.

This grant, if funded, would provide the district

with a consultant for the gifted/talented in the schools not served by
Project IMPACT.

She also rewrote the ESEA Title IV-C IMPACT proposal

and submitted it to the state for consideration of second-year funding.
During the spring, 1980, the project directors requested that the
coordinator write

a proposal for a district grant that would be imple

mented during the summer.

Titled "Mini-Course Development for Gifted/

Talented," the curriculum development project was granted on May 1,
1980, and was completed during the month of June.

Five staff members

were recruited from the public schools with the understanding that they
would be expected to teach their mini-courses for Project IMPACT during
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the 1980-81 academic year.

The project resulted in the following five

mini-courses titled:
(1) Adventures with Shakespeare
(2) Affective Education
(3) French Conversation
(4) French Culture
(5) Beginning German
Materials Development
As a means of promoting positive public relations and keeping the
district informed on gifted education, the coordinator initiated a news
letter that was published six times.

The newsletter circulated names

of volunteers, identified materials that were appropriate for use with
high potential children, and announced upcoming events.
An activities book, C.O.D.E.

(Collection of Divergent Exercises),

was compiled by the coordinator and distributed to all public and paro
chial schools.

This collection was an effort to increase awareness of

activities that were appropriate for use with the gifted.
In addition, each school had on file a bibliography of materials
available through Project IMPACT that could be checked out for use in
the classroom.
Evaluation
Project Evaluator
In the initial proposal, it was stated that the services of one
consultant would be secured during the project duration through sub
contracting.

A member of the Special Education faculty from the Center

for Teaching and Learning at the University of North Dakota agreed to
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serve as the project evaluator.
The grant stated that the project evaluator would spend one day
each month for the duration of the project in an on-site capacity to
insure that project activities were being carried out in a manner which
was consistent with the proposed evaluation design and would act as a
consultant in preparation for the final project evaluation.

This state

ment was modified when the original budget was cut; the project evaluator
did not meet monthly but assisted with pre- and post-testing and wrote a
final evaluation report.
Performance Objectives and Evaluation
Performance objectives for the project included such items as
expected student improvement on the William's Test of Divergent Think
ing, positive attitudes as measured by the Arlin-Hills Pupil Attitude
Inventory, and an informal survey for classroom teachers with children
in Project IMPACT which was formulated by the Project Evaluator.
Evaluator's Teacher Attitude Survey
In general, the attitudes of classroom teachers were very favor
able.

The majority felt that the mini-courses were challenging and

were enjoyed by the students.

They felt that Project IMPACT was a pro

gram that they would like to see continue in the Grand Forks Public
Schools.

The attitudes of the teachers toward the gifted students in

their classrooms were equally positive; they strongly agreed on enjoy
ing the students as part of their classes and felt that the gifted
interacted well with other students and were well accepted by them.
Teachers basically agreed that the students used their free time wisely
and initiated learning activities on their own.

Fourteen of the
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responding 20 teachers felt that their expectations for these students
were greater than for others in their classroom, three felt that they
were not, and three were neutral in answering.
Project IMPACT:

FY1980-81

Personnel
The second year of Project IMPACT began similarly to the first
year, although it ran with more ease since the foundation had been laid.
One factor that facilitated matters was that a second person was hired
by the district to provide services to the gifted/talented.

The addi

tion of a specialist in the area of teaching gifted children made it
necessary to change project directors of IMPACT and the two principals
turned the position over to the Director of Special Services.
Project Description
The primary change in Project IMPACT was that a fifth school,
Viking Elementary School, was included in the program.

The screening

and selection process was performed to identify gifted students, addi
tional candidates were nominated from the original pilot schools, so
that a total of 64 children participated during the year.

As increased

numbers of children were involved, transportation and scheduling became
more complicated.

It became necessary to use buses for transportation

as building principals could no longer be responsible for such large
numbers in their private vehicles.

Eight mini-courses ran each session

with three being presented at Eielson Elementary School at the Air Force
Base and five running in town schools.

The purpose was to have no more

than eight children per session so that optimal learning and maximum
student/teacher interaction could take place.
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A total of 14 mini-course presenters were recruited.

In addition

to the five mini-courses written for the summer grant, the following
were offered:
(1) Fossils
(2) Aviation
(3) Mime
(4) Nervous Systems
(5) Print Making
(6) Cultural Investigations
(7) Medical Careers
(8) Spanish

I

(9) Spanish II
To further support the project, the coordinator assisted in plan
ning for a statewide conference on gifted/talented, attended a regional
meeting for the gifted, and attended the National Association for Gifted
Children's Conference in Minneapolis.
Attitudinal Reception
Some opposition from district principals was more pronounced than
the first year.

A secondary principal wrote a letter to the assistant

superintendent for elementary schools requesting that IMPACT mini
courses be taught on Saturdays.

He did not want to release his teach

ers to teach mini-courses during school hours despite the fact that
they would have a paid substitute.

A junior high principal who had

been most supportive the first year registered complaints about teacher
absence at the beginning of the next year.

The School Board had counted

the teachers working with Project IMPACT as absent.

Although he did not

want the teachers participating, several presenters returned to work
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with the children again.
Classroom teachers began to take a more active interest in the
identification process.

New staff members responded positively to a

special inservice held for their benefit.

More teachers called concern

ing referrals and ideas to work with their gifted.

Teachers who had

participated in the previous year's inservices were using identifica
tion information to argue for the inclusion of several of their students
in the program.

One elementary teacher was particularly convinced that

a boy in her room was gifted.

Although his ITBS test scores were in

the 6 0 's, scores normally passed over while screening for potentially
gifted children, the teacher cited numerous examples of his creativity
and ability.

She was so certain that the coordinator and principal

decided to test the child individually.

After testing with a Slossen,

the principal discovered that the boy had an I.Q. of 148.

It was a

classic example of an underachiever who would not have been considered
for the program had his teacher not been so convinced of his gifts.
It was expected that initial reluctance to participate in the
program would lessen during the second year.
the case.

This did not prove to be

As the fall progressed, there were increased conflicts in

personalities, philosophies, logistics, and authority concerning final
placement in the gifted program.
included:

More specifically, these conflicts

(1) attitudes toward gifted programs in general; (2) chain

of command decisions (the coordinator was warned not to communicate
with either district administrators or the state coordinator without
prior approval); (3) bureaucratic processes (many meetings called while
it seemed unnecessary); and (4) questions on the authority of the co
ordinator in the selection process.
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Project Completion
As such conflicts increased, the coordinator found it impossible
to coordinate the activities of 14 presenters, her secretary, and 64
children without the support of the project director and building prin
cipals.

Accordingly she decided to resign effective December 30, 1980.

The remaining weeks of work were incredibly fast-paced; the co
ordinator compacted six months of work into three weeks.

When she left

in December, schedules had been set up through May, children had been
assigned to their mini-courses, materials had been purchased for pre
senters, lists of children and the location of their mini-courses had
been mailed to presenters, parents had been notified, and transporta
tion had been arranged.
By the end of FY1980-81, the Grand Forks Public School District
decided against renewing the Title IV-C grant which funded IMPACT, but
the project can not be considered a failure.

In a short while, Project

IMPACT had identified and selected a group of gifted children, provided
them with challenging mini-courses, provided inservice to classroom
teachers and parents, formed a Community Advisory Council to promote
gifted education in Grand Forks, provided mini-course presenters with
an opportunity to work with gifted children in a specialty of their
choosing, and generated learning packets that could be disseminated and
used in other schools and districts.

This program which was a quest

for challenging the gifted had proven itself cost-effective for the
relatively short span of existence.

CHAPTER IV
DESIGN OF THE STUDY
Introduction
The purpose of this study was to examine the attitudes of Grand
Forks elementary school teachers toward gifted and talented students.
A comparison was made between the two groups, teachers who had received
five inservice sessions on gifted/talented education and teachers who
had received no inservice education.
Factors to be Studied
The six categories of factors to be studied were:

(1) observa

tions on personal characteristics of the gifted/talented; (2) attitudes
toward instructional methods; (3) attitudes toward personal teaching
skills; (4) attitudes toward identification and placement; (5) atti
tudes pertaining to personal academic needs; and (6) attitudes toward
school responsibility.

The following explanations will assist the

reader to better understand the factors and variables involved in the
study.
Attitudinal Factors
Observations on personal characteristics of the gifted and
talented.

This section of the study included many items that were di

rected to the myths widely held concerning the gifted.

These myths

included the gifted viewed as being smaller in stature, possessing a
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poor sense of humor, and having the ability to succeed on their own.
Attitudes toward instructional methods.

This section of the

study was directed toward the types of instruction that the respondents
felt the gifted should receive.

The items dealt with the issue of

mainstreaming the gifted, provision of special classes, and optimal
time during the day for instruction to take place.
Attitudes toward personal teaching skills.

This section dealt

with the amount of time that the individual teacher spent with the gift
ed in their classroom and the degree to which the respondent felt s/he
was trained to teach the gifted.
Attitudes toward identification and placement. This section was
directed toward the teacher's ability to identify the gifted, the impor
tance of placement in a gifted program, and the kinds of placement.
Kinds of placement included regular classrooms, special classrooms in
an all-day program, special classrooms for one hour a day, or special
sessions to be held one afternoon a week.
Attitudes pertaining to personal academic needs. This section
contained items which inquired whether the respondent desired to take
a class on gifted education and the ways that that person felt s/he
could best learn about the gifted.

Suggestions for the mode of learn

ing included university coursework, teacher inservice, site visitation
to a gifted/talented program, and obtaining information from a textbook.
Attitudes toward school responsibility. This section contained
items pertaining to specific responsibilities that the respondents felt
the district should have insofar as providing for the gifted and
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talented.

Items included stating whether teachers felt their specific

school provided good support for the academically gifted child, whether
they felt the district needed someone assigned to keep teachers current
on gifted education, and ways they felt that teachers could better
serve the gifted in their individual school.
Instrument
A survey instrument was constructed specifically for use in this
study.

The title given to the instrument was Teacher Attitude Survey

for Gifted and Talented Education.

The instrument was designed to

obtain information on the attitudinal factors held by Grand Forks ele
mentary school teachers.

There was consultation with faculty members

in the Center for Teaching and Learning at the University of North
Dakota and with local elementary teachers for the purpose of construct
ion and revision of the instrument.
Procedure for Instrument Construction
Initially the survey was drafted by the writer who then shared
the instrument with four faculty members of the Center for Teaching and
Learning.

These educators made constructive suggestions which were

incorporated into the survey prior to administration to the pilot
schools.
The survey was administered in the fall of 1979 to teachers in
the four Grand Forks elementary schools that were involved in Project
IMPACT during the 1979-80 academic year for the purpose of validating
clarity and readability (Appendix I).

Those items which caused confu

sion or difficulty of interpretation were then revised after an item
analysis was performed on the instrument.

The writer also met with

65

three teachers to obtain their personal reactions and comments to the
instrument.
The three teachers, two elementary teachers and one special edu
cation teacher, basically made two general comments:

(1) there were

problems with semantics in that the way a word was interpreted by the
respondent may have been different from the way the writer intended,
and (2) there was a need to change the wording in some statements con
sidered too general in nature.

The majority of the comments by the

teachers were justification for their particular answer.
After an item analysis was performed, the following changes
became apparent:

(1) some items needed to be broken down into two

statements, (2) word changes were necessary to clarify or limit mean
ing, and (3) one item should be deleted entirely.

For example, the

statement "Gifted children have poor psychomotor skills" was changed to
read "Many gifted children have poor psychomotor skills."

The state

ment "Gifted children's range of interest is narrow in that it only
involves subjects related to books" was changed to "Gifted children's
range of interest may be narrow in that it usually involves 'bookish1
knowledge."

The statement "Gifted children are small in stature" was

changed to "Generally speaking, gifted children are smaller in stature
than average children."

Item 27 ("Teachers should have special quali

fications if they are to work with the gifted") was changed to two
statements to reflect whether the teacher would be working with the
gifted in a regular classroom or in a special setting.

The statement

"I feel threatened by gifted children in my class" was qualified by the
following change, "At times, I feel threatened by gifted children in my
class."

Even though the statement "Special classes should be available
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to gifted children" was retained, an additional multiple answer state
ment was added so that respondents could choose which means they felt
could best serve gifted children (see item 42 in Appendix II).

Item

14 ("Gifted children are easy to identify") was changed to two state
ments:

(1) "I feel that gifted children are easy to identify"; and

(2) "As a teacher, I have difficulty diagnosing giftedness in my stu
dents ."
Once the revision of the instrument was accomplished, it was ad
ministered in the spring 1980 to the four pilot schools and the other
12 elementary schools in the Grand Forks School District (Appendix II).
Research Sample
The research population of the initial survey in fall, 1979, con
sisted of 68 elementary school teachers in the four pilot schools
participating in Project IMPACT.
The final research sample taken in the spring, 1980, included 61
elementary teachers from the four pilot schools and 140 from the remain
ing 12 elementary schools in the district.
In the following data, Group 1 will indicate teachers who partici
pated in the inservice sessions provided by Project IMPACT and Group 2
will indicate teachers who had not participated.
Data Collection
To insure a high rate of return for the survey, the writer admin
istered the instrument during inservice sessions with the four pilot
schools in Project IMPACT.
to attend.

The faculty of those schools were required

In the spring, 1980, when all Grand Forks elementary school

participated in the survey, the writer met with each principal to
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explain the purpose of the instrument and to request that it be admin
istered during a faculty meeting.

Some principals followed this

procedure while others simply distributed the instrument to their
staffs with the understanding that they would return it to the princi
pal upon completion.

There were approximately 270 elementary school

teachers in the 16 schools; 201 surveys were returned.

This repre

sented 74 percent of the public and parochial elementary school
teachers.
Statistical Procedures
In treating the data, the appropriate statistical test employed
was the chi square Test of Independence.

CHAPTER V
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA
The purpose of this chapter is to analyze the data collected from
the Teacher Attitude Survey Toward Gifted Education.

The chapter is

divided into six parts according to the categories set forth in the
preceding chapter.
Null hypothesis 1.

There will be no significant difference in

the observations on personal characteristics of the gifted/talented
between teachers who had received inservice and teachers who had
received no inservice.

The results of the statistical treatment of

this hypothesis are presented in table 3.
Of the items in table 3, six are significant and five are not
significant using the chi square test.

Thus, the null hypothesis was

retained for the following individual items:

4, 11, 15, 16, and 28.

The null hypothesis was rejected for items 9, 10, 17, 19, 20,
and 23.

The actual percentages of responses can be seen in table 4.

Significantly more participating teachers (Group 1) felt that
there was a difference between gifted and talented children than non
participating teachers (p < .05).
this difference.

There could be several reasons for

The most obvious suggestion is that the inservice

sessions were effective in identifying differences between the two
categories for Group 1.

Another suggestion is that the two terms are

often seen together, e.g., the Office of Gifted and Talented, and
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TABLE 3
OBSERVATIONS ON PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE
GIFTED/TALENTED

Statements
4.

There is a difference between
gifted and creative children.

9.

Chi Square

df

P

3.83

4

I feel that there is a difference
between gifted and talented chil
dren.

14.00

4

<.05

10.

Many gifted children have poor
psychomotor skills.

13.05

4

<.05

11.

Gifted childrens' range of inter
est may be narrow in that it
usually involves "bookish"
knowledge.

6.40

3

n.s.

15.

Generally speaking, gifted chil
dren are smaller in stature than
average children.

5.91

4

n.s.

16.

The gifted succeed in all areas of
academic ability.

6.10

3

n.s.

17.

As a rule, gifted children tend to
be more introverted than average
children.

24.58

3

<.001

19.

The gifted have a poor sense of
humor.

9.19

2

<.05

20.

The gifted will succeed on their
own.

15.40

4

<.05

23.

Gifted children form an elitist
group and refrain from inter
acting with others.

13.34

3

<.05

28.

Generally speaking, gifted chil
dren have a tendency to be
socially maladjusted.

6.37

3

Group 2 respondents may have interpreted them to be the same.

n.s.

n.s.

An

interesting comparison is that there was no significant difference
between the two groups for the following statement:
ference between gifted and creative children."

"There is a dif

Both groups made a
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clearer distinction between "gifted and creative" than between "gifted
and talented."
TABLE 4
PERCENTAGE WHO AGREE ON SIGNIFICANT ITEMS FOR PERSONAL
CHARACTERISTICS OF THE GIFTED/TALENTED

Group 1

Group 2

I feel that there is a difference
between gifted and talented
children.

87

62

10.

Many gifted children have poor
psychomotor skills.

11

22

17.

As a rule, gifted children tend
to be more introverted than
average children.

7

32

19.

The gifted have a poor sense of
humor.

52

67

20.

The gifted will succeed on their
own.

7

13

23.

Gifted children form an elitist
group and refrain from interacting with others.

3

14

Item
9.

Each of the other statements that showed significant differences
(items 10, 17, 19, 20, and 23) dealt with a specific stereotype or myth
about the gifted.

In each instance, significantly more teachers who

had not participated in inservice sessions agreed with the stereotype.
Perhaps the teachers who had received inservice training had learned to
be more effective in discounting myths and stereotypes, or perhaps their
location in a school where gifted children were identified and receiv
ing programming enhanced their ability to note true characteristics of
a gifted child.

These teachers had the opportunity to observe these

gifted children either within their own classrooms, in the hallways, or
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playgrounds and such exposure could have developed a sensitivity to
or challenged stereotypes.
Null hypothesis 2 .

There will be no significant difference in

the attitudes toward instruction methods for the gifted between teach
ers who had received inservice and teachers who had received no inservice.

The results of the statistical treatment of this hypothesis

are presented in table 5.
Of the items in table 5, only two (13 and 24) generated signifi
cant differences in responses and seven were not significant using the
chi square test.

Thus, the null hypothesis was retained for the fol

lowing individual items:

3, 5, 18, 27, 29, 34, and 35.

The null hypothesis was rejected for items 13 and 24.

The actual

percentages of response can be seen in table 6.
Whereas 58 percent of Group 2 participants felt that the gifted
should be mainstreamed rather than participate in special classes or
segregated classrooms, only 43 percent of group 1 felt this way.
could be several reasons for this difference.

There

The most obvious sugges

tion is that the inservice sessions were effective in identifying
preferred methods of instruction for the gifted that were perceived
as helpful in most literature on gifted/talented education.

Another

suggestion is that the concept of mainstreaming has recently received
widespread attention in the field of education; Group 2 may have viewed
mainstreaming as the preferable alternative for the gifted as well as
the handicapped rather than considering the unique needs of this seg
ment of the population.
Another statement that showed a significant difference was item
24:

Special classes should be available to gifted children.
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TABLE 5
ATTITUDES TOWARD INSTRUCTIONAL METHODS

Statement

Chi Square

df

p

3.

The needs of the gifted are so
unique that it would be prefer
able if they were isolated in
their instruction.

3.00

4

n. s.

5.

Special classes should be avail
able to gifted children during
the school day.

8.09

4

n.s.

13.

Gifted children should be main
streamed rather than participate
in special classes or segregated
classrooms.

11.52

4

18.

Teachers should have special
qualifications if they are to
work with the gifted children
in their classroom.

5.74

4

24.

Special classes should be avail
able to gifted children.

10.90

4

27.

Teachers should have special
qualifications if they are to
work with the gifted in a
special setting.

1.00

4

n.s.

29.

Education of the gifted should
take place during the school
day.

0.72

4

n.s.

34.

Special classes should be avail
able to gifted children after
the school day.

5.42

4

n.s.

35.

Considering proportionately
the number of gifted to average
students, it is too difficult
to provide a separate curriculum
for those with high potential.

4.93

4

n.s.

<.05

n.s.

<.001
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TABLE 6
PERCENTAGE WHO AGREE ON SIGNIFICANT ITEMS FOR
ATTITUDES TOWARD INSTRUCTIONAL METHODS

Item

Group 1

Group 2

13.

Gifted children should be mainstreamed rather than participate
in special classes or segregated
classrooms.

43

58

24.

Special classes should be available to gifted children.

95

74

Ninety-five percent of Group 1 agreed with this statement whereas only
74 percent of Group 2 felt that way.

The large agreement from Group 1

could have been the effect of the inservice sessions, but most likely
was the result of those teachers being in schools where gifted children
were growing and changing as a result of special programming.
in Group 2 had no such opportunity for comparison.

Teachers

Nevertheless, 74

percent is a relatively large proportion; a majority of Group 2 did
feel that special classes should be available to gifted children.
Null hypothesis 3 . There will be no significant difference in
the attitudes toward personal teaching skills between teachers who had
received inservice and teachers who had received no inservice.

The

results of the statistical treatment of this hypothesis are presented
in table 7.
Of the items in table 7, only one (item 2) is significant and
seven are not significant.

Thus the null hypothesis was retained for

the following individual items:
rejected for item 2.

7, 8, 21, 22, 32, 40, and 43 and was

The actual percentage can be seen in table 8.
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TABLE 7
ATTITUDES TOWARD PERSONAL TEACHING SKILLS

Statement

Chi Square

df
4

p

2.

I devote too little time to the
gifted students.

9.97

<.05

7.

I feel that I am appropriately
trained for teaching a special
class for gifted children.

9.46

4

n.s.

8.

Proportionately, I spend more
time with the gifted students
in my classroom than with the
"normal" students.

1.25

3

n.s.

21.

At times, I feel threatened by
gifted children in my class.

2.67

4

n.s.

22.

I can provide for an under
achieving gifted child in my
classroom.

2.92

4

n.s.

32.

As a regular classroom teacher,
it is not my responsibility to
include lessons which are
deliberately directed toward
improvment in creative and
productive thinking.

2.32

3

n.s.

40.

Proportionately, I spend more
time with the gifted students
in my classroom than with the
"slow" students.

0.43

3

n.s.

43.

I perceive that I am providing
well for the gifted student
in my classroom.

4.22

4

n.s.

Whereas 67 percent of Group 1 felt that they devoted too little
time to the gifted, only 44 percent of Group 2 felt this way.

The most

obvious reason for this difference could be that the inservice sessions
promoted an awareness of the variety of programming needs for the
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TABLE 8
PERCENTAGE WHO AGREE ON SIGNIFICANT ITEMS FOR
ATTITUDES TOWARD PERSONAL TEACHING SKILLS

Item
2.

I devote too little time to the
gifted students.

gifted.

Group 1

Group 2

67

44

As Group 1 teachers explored the curricular approaches that

challenge gifted students, they may have perceived that even though
they were providing academic services to their students, they were not
providing optimally for the gifted.

In contrast, Group 2 may not have

been aware of the specific learning needs of the gifted and thus
assumed that they were devoting sufficient time to this segment of
their classroom.
Null hypothesis 4 .

There will be no significant difference in

the attitudes toward identification and placement between teachers who
had received inservice and teachers who had received no inservice.

The

results of the statistical treatment of this hypothesis are presented
in table 9.
Of the items in table 9, four are significant and nine are not
significant.
items:

Thus, the null hypothesis was retained for the individual

14, 25, 26, 37, 41, and 42 (parts 2, 3, 4, 5) and was rejected

for items 6, 12, 31, and 42 (part 1).

The actual percentages of

response can be seen in table 10.
Seventy-five percent of Group 1 teachers as opposed to 57 percent
of Group 2 teachers felt that there were more students who should be in
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TABLE 9
ATTITUDES TOWARD IDENTIFICATION AND PLACEMENT

Statement
6.

I feel that there are more students
who should be in the gifted
program.

Chi Square

df

p

10.60

4

<.05

<.05

12.

The ability of a child to learn
should be the prime considera
tion for placement in a gifted
program.

9.73

4

14.

I feel that gifted children are
easy to identify.

5.15

4

n.s.

25.

Gifted children should be allowed
to skip a grade if they are
socially mature.

2.72

4

n.s.

26.

It is more important to provide
services to slow learners than
to the gifted.

0.79

3

n.s.

31.

Although I don't teach at the
secondary level, my guess is that
the majority of gifted high school
dropouts are boys.

54.93

4

37.

It is my responsibility as a class
room teacher to provide for the
gifted student.

1.93

4

n.s.

41.

As a teacher, I have difficulty
diagnosing giftedness in my
students.

4.04

4

n.s.

42.

Gifted children can best be served
by:
1. staying in the regular classroom
2. placement in a special classroom
for the gifted all day.
3. placement in a special classroom
for the gifted for one hour a
day.
4. special sessions one afternoon
a week.
5. none of the above

7.73
0.28

1
1

<.05
n.s.

1.32

1

n.s.

3.80

0.00

<.001

n.s.

1

n.s.
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TABLE 10
PERCENTAGE WHO AGREE ON SIGNIFICANT ITEMS FOR ATTITUDES
TOWARD IDENTIFICATION AND PLACEMENT

Group 1

Item

Group 2

I feel that there are more students
who should be in the gifted
program.

75

57

12.

The ability of a child to learn
should be the prime considera
tion for placement in a gifted
program.

20

31

31.

Although I don't teach at the
secondary level, my guess is that
the majority of gifted high school
dropouts are boys.

7

29

42.

(1) Gifted children can best be
served by staying in the regular
classroom.

9

29

6.

the gifted program.

The most obvious suggestion, again, is that the

inservice sessions for Group 1 were effective in identifying the need
for gifted

programs.

If this were the case, participating teachers

would become aware that there were more students who should be receiv
ing services while non-participating teachers may have been unaware of
the need.
For item 31, 29 percent of Group 2 teachers felt that the majori
ty of gifted high school dropouts were boys while only seven percent of
Group 1 felt this way.

Although this difference may have been due to

the fact that Group 1 teachers were given the information during the
inservice sessions that the majority of high school dropouts are girls,
it is most likely due to stereotypical thinking on Group 2 1s part.
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There may be a tendency for people to assume that more high school drop
outs are boys rather than girls whether they are gifted or not.
In another significant item (12), 31 percent of Group 2 felt that
the ability of a child to learn should be the prime consideration for
placement in a gifted program whereas only 20 percent of Group 1 felt
this way.

The most obvious reason for this difference is that the in

services were effective in identifying several dimensions that should
be considered prior to placement.

Participating teachers were informed

of the growing trend of multi-dimensional screening in gifted education.
Although the ability of a child to learn is an important consideration,
it may, if used as a sole means of placement, neglect other kinds of
intellectual ability.

A multi-dimensional approach allows for creative

thinking; ability in the visual and performing arts; leadership quali
ties; psychomotor skills; and the use of spatial and abstract thinking.
The final significant item in this group was item 42, part 1.
Only nine percent of the participating teachers felt that gifted chil
dren can best be served by staying in the regular classroom whereas
29 percent of non-participating agreed.

The most obvious reason for

this discrepancy is that the inservice effectively identified the need
for gifted children to receive additional instruction outside of their
regular classroom.

The critical need for the gifted child is not so

much the interaction with the social peer group as it is with the intel
lectual peer group.

Nonparticipating teachers may have been unaware of

this difference.
Null hypothesis 5 .

There will be no significant difference in

the attitudes pertaining to personal academic needs in the area of
gifted/talented education between teachers who had received inservice
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and teachers who had received no inservice.

Table 11 shows that there

was no statistical difference between the two groups of respondents.
Thus the null hypothesis was retained.
TABLE 11
ATTITUDES PERTAINING TO PERSONAL ACADEMIC NEEDS

Statement
I would like to take a class to
further my understanding of the
gifted.
The best way for me to learn about
the gifted would be:
1. from a university course
2. teacher inservice
3. site visitation to a gifted/
talented program.
4. textbook
5. other (specify)

Null hypothesis 6 .

Chi Square

df

P

1.03

4

n.s.

0.01
0.49
1.41

1
1
1

n.s.
n.s.
n.s.

0.00
0.00

1
1

n.s.
n.s.

There will be no significant difference in

the attitudes toward school responsibility for the gifted/talented
between teachers who had received inservice and teachers who had
received no inservice.

According to table 12, only item 1 revealed

significant differences between the groups.

Thus the null hypothesis

was retained for the following individual items:
1, 2, 3, 4, 5) and was rejected for item 1.

33, 36, and 39 (parts

The actual percentage can

be seen in table 13.
Whereas 64 percent of the participating teachers felt that their
school did a good job with academically gifted children, only 33 per
cent of the non-participating teachers felt this way.
several reasons for this difference.

There could be

One suggestion is that the
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TABLE 12
ATTITUDES TOWARD SCHOOL RESPONSIBILITY

1.

df

P

20.52

4

< .001

Chi Square

Statement
I feel that this school does a good
job with academically gifted chil
dren.

33.

Our district needs someone assigned
who keeps teachers current on gifted
education via workshops, newsletters,
etc.

8.20

4

n.s.

36.

Our district needs someone assigned
to help teachers obtain materials
they need to teach the gifted
students in their regular class
room.

9.43

4

n. s .

39.

In order to better serve the gifted
in our school, I think teachers
want more time and opportunity to:
1. plan daily activities
2. learn new content
3. learn new ways to teach
4. develop new programs
5. other (specify)

2.47
0.30
3.98
2.09
0.60

1
1
1
1
1

n.s.
n.s.
n.s.
n.s.
n.s.

TABLE 13
PERCENTAGE WHO AGREE ON SIGNIFICANT ITEMS FOR
ATTITUDES TOWARD SCHOOL RESPONSIBILITY

Item
1.

I feel that this school does a good
job with academically gifted chil
dren.

Group 1

Group 2

64

33

81

inservices pointed out key teaching strategies that should be employed
with the gifted; the teachers may have been using these and thus felt
that they (and their school) did a good job with this segment of their
school population.

Another suggestion, and perhaps the most likely, is

that participating teachers felt that since their schools were in the
pilot program, they were doing a good job.

Since Group 2's schools

were not involved with any special type of gifted programming, there
would be a small percentage who agreed with the statement.
Summary of the Analysis of the Data
1.

Teachers who had little or no access to gifted programs or

workshops are more likely to perceive that gifted children have poor
psychomotor skills.
2.

Teachers who had little or no access to gifted programs or

workshops are more likely to perceive that gifted children tend to be
more introverted than average children.
3.

Teachers who had little or no access to gifted programs or

workshops tended to perceive that the gifted have a poor sense of
humor.
4.

Teachers who had little or no access to gifted programs or

workshops are more likely to perceive that the gifted will succeed on
their own.
5.

Teachers who had little or no access to gifted programs or

workshops are more likely to perceive that gifted children form an
elitist group and refrain from interacting with others.
6.

Teachers who had little or no access to gifted programs or

workshops are more likely to perceive that the majority of high school
dropouts are boys.
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7.

Teachers who had little or no access to gifted programs or

workshops are more likely to perceive that the ability of a child to
learn should be the prime consideration for placement in a gifted pro
gram.
8.

Teachers who had little or no access to gifted programs or

workshops are more likely to perceive that gifted children can best be
served by staying in the regular classroom.
9.

Teachers who had little or no access to gifted

programs or

workshops tended to perceive that gifted children should be main
streamed rather than participate in special classes or segregated
classrooms.
10.

Teachers who had little or no access to gifted programs or

workshops are more likely not to perceive that special classes should
be available to gifted children.
11.

Teachers who had little or no access to gifted programs or

workshops tended not to perceive that there are more students who
should be in the gifted program.
12.

Teachers who had little or no access to gifted

workshops tended to perceive that their

programs or

school does not do a good job

with academically gifted children.
13.

Teachers who had little or no access to gifted programs or

workshops did not perceive tha they devoted too little time to gifted
students.
14.

Teachers who had little or no access to gifted programs or

workshops tended to perceive no distinction between gifted and talented
children.

CHAPTER VI
RECOMMENDATIONS
This chapter is broken down into four parts:

(1) recommendations

for application; (2) recommendations for further research; (3) recom
mendations for changing the instrument; and (4) conclusions.
Recommendations for Application
Prior to offering practical recommendations for application, the
summary of the data analysis must be examined.
itself into three sections:

This summary divides

teacher attitudes reflecting stereotypes

and myths of the gifted (items 1-7); teacher attitudes toward serving
the gifted (items 8-13); and one item not related to either one (item
14).

For the purpose of this paper, the writer will address the first

two sections and make suggestions for planning an effective inservice.
Stereotypes and Myths
Stereotypes and myths regarding the gifted insofar as they limit
our understanding of the gifted should be changed.
and myths do seem to abound in our society.
bed by various nicknames:
pet."

Such stereotypes

The gifted are often dub

"brain," "whiz kid," "bookworm," "teacher's

When asked to describe their idea of a gifted child, many peo

ple will respond that they picture a child who is small of stature,
has a sickly nature, wears horn-rimmed glasses, carries a load of
books, and walks around postulating theories.
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In reality, the gifted are so "normal" in appearance that they
can not be picked out of a crowd.

In general, they are larger than

the average child, are exceedingly healthy, wear glasses no more or
less than average children, may or may not love books, and are more
athletic than the average child.
The question is:

What can we do to dispel the myths and stereo

types regarding the gifted?

The simplest, and possibly the most cost-

effective way, is to provide an inservice directed toward this purpose.
A film could be shown that reviews the characteristics of the gifted;
better yet, a film could be shown that shows gifted programs in action.
Along with this, a hand-out could be distributed that lists the char
acteristics of the gifted.
A better learning experience would be to have teachers visit an
existing gifted program so that they could observe and interact with
the children.

They could observe first-hand that classrooms for the

gifted have the same hierarchy for leadership, diversity in appear
ances, and variety of interests that are present in regular classrooms.
The primary difference is in the level of thinking that is generated
and exercised.
Films and hand-outs are worthy means of broadening a person's
awareness, but first-hand experience with the gifted may be the best
factor in dispelling existing myths.
Teacher Attitudes Toward Serving the Gifted
There is at least one paradox in this section.

Teachers who had

little or no access to gifted programs or workshops tended to perceive
that gifted children could best be served by staying in the regular
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classroom and should be mainstreamed rather than participate in special
or segregated classrooms.

They did not perceive that special classes

should be available to gifted children nor that there are more stu
dents who should be in a gifted program.

These same teachers did not

feel that they devoted too little time to gifted students.
Here is the puzzle:

These same teachers perceived that their

school did not do a good job with academically gifted children.

On

the one hand, they wanted the gifted to be mainstreamed and left in
the regular classroom.

Technically, this was the situation in their

schools--the gifted, even though they were not identified as such,
were integrated and mainstreamed in the regular classroom.

On the

other hand, they did not feel that their school did a good job with
the gifted.

This seems to imply a discrepancy.

Similarly, they did

not feel that they devoted too little time to the gifted students in
their room, yet felt that the school did a poor job.

While there may

be several reasons for this difference, the issue here is:

How can

these attitudes be changed?
The solution lies in establishing an awareness of the unique
needs of the gifted.

First, the stereotypes of the gifted must be

dispelled; secondly, the characteristics of the gifted must be
reviewed; and lastly, an understanding of the uniqueness of the needs
of the gifted for differentiated curricula must be shared with the
group.

This last concept may be hard for some individuals to grasp;

the usual argument is that the curriculum for the gifted would be good
and exciting for all students.

While this may be true to some extent,

the following anecdote illustrates a difference.

86

Three years ago, a first-grade teacher in Grand Forks was
informed that she had a "reader" in her room when school began that
fall.

Although she had this information, she was not told who the

child was.

During the first week of school, she handed out a coloring

sheet of a cat and asked her first-graders to color it.

One child

finished rather quickly so the teacher requested that the child turn
her paper over and color something.

When the child turned in her

paper, the teacher saw a lovely colored kitty on one side and on the
other, a title "Geology Samples" with a multitude of rocks drawn
underneath with their proper scientific name underneath.

This clearly

shows that this particular first-grader needed something qualitatively
different from the average first grade curriculum.
Perhaps awareness is central to the issue; teachers with experi
ence of the gifted or who have had coursework on the gifted tend to be
more favorable toward the gifted.

If there is an existing gifted pro

gram within the school district, teachers could be released from their
classroom for a half day to go observe the program.
would have a two-fold purpose:

The experience

(1) they would become familiar with

gifted children; and (2) they would observe techniques and activities
that they could take back and use in their own classroom.
Recommendations for Planning an
Effective Inservice
In order to develop and maintain an effective program for gifted
and talented students, the school district should have an accompany
ing program of staff development.

This staff development should begin

in the initial stages of planning the gifted program; teachers who are
involved in the planning process may be more receptive to the needs of
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the gifted.

Research has shown that when teachers have participated

in relevant inservices and workshops or have actual experience with
the gifted, their attitudes toward the needs of the gifted/talented
have become substantially more favorable than without such experi
ences (Ciha 1974; Gallagher 1975; Weiss & Gallagher 1980).
word here is relevant.

The key

There is no need to offer an inservice on

material that teachers already know; this underscores the importance
of administering a needs assessment survey to the staff.
The format of the inservice may depend upon the type of informa
tion being introduced.

If the goal is to review identification or

characteristics of the gifted, it might be easiest to present the
information by lecture or film.

However, if the purpose of the

inservice is to formulate curriculum for the gifted, "hands-on"
activities might best serve the needs of the participants; writing
lesson plans, developing a sequence of activities, or constructing
learning centers and games are possible activities.

Some of the most

valuable inservice time can be when professionals divide into small
groups and discuss issues, resolve problems they are encountering, and
share ideas and/or materials.
Kaplan has identified the following components of an inservice
session:
1.

State explicitly the underlying purpose, goals and objec
tives for the inservice training session.

2.

State the expectations held for the participants, including
the response anticipated during and after their attendance
at the sessions.
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3.

Present knowledge or skills in at least two different
modes, for example, auditory and visual.

4.

Reiterate or underscore important aspects of the presenta
tion so that learning is focused rather than diffused.

5.

Provide some active involvement of the participants in the
teaching and/or learning process through dialogue, making a
product, role playing, simulation.

Whenever possible, model

the behaviors and environments the participants are to glean
from the inservice.
6.

Allow for presenter-participant and participant-participant
interaction that encourages discussion and clarification of
concerns and/or answering of questions.

7.

Discuss the implications of the material presented in a
variety of contexts, thereby stressing transfer of training
and usability.

8.

Support practicality with theory, thereby avoiding hands-on
experiences that have no substance.

9.

Provide feedback to the participants regarding their role as
learners.

(Too often the participants evaluate the learning

experience but are not, in turn, evaluated.

In this way,

they are exonerated of any responsibility for their role in
the learning process.)
10.

Allow for evaluation of the total training experience and
not merely the instructor (Kaplan 1980, p. 159).

Generally there are five basic topics to be considered when
planning effective inservice training sessions for educators and
parents who will be involved in educating the gifted and talented.
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These topics are characteristics of the gifted/talented, identification
of the gifted/talented, developing a program for the gifted/talented,
developing differentiated curriculum for the gifted/talented, and evalu
ating gifted/talented programs.

These five areas are considered signi

ficant because they touch on the major concerns when a district
initiates a gifted program.

A word of caution should be heeded; the

inservice needs of a district which has a well-developed gifted program
in all probability will be different from a fledgling program.
Recommendations for Further Research
1.

More in-depth studies should be made on the types of inserv

ice or workshop training that could be used as a means of improving
teacher attitudes toward the gifted.

Suggested variables might be the

format of the inservice, length of time per session, number of sessions,
and number of participants per session.
2.

The issues of teacher expectations, either naturally formed

or imposed, should be examined more closely.
offered:

The question might be

Should teachers have access to the results of standardized

tests that measure achievement and intelligence quotient?

If teachers

have lower expectations for students they feel are duller than average,
those students may not receive the quality of attention and instruction
they deserve.
3.

Further research should be performed in the area of the

identification of minority and underachieving gifted students.

This

could be in the form of unbiased testing instruments and multi
dimensional screening devices.
4.

The issue that has been most obvious to the writer throughout

this dissertation is the relation of teacher attitude to teacher

90

ability to identify gifted students.

In other words, research has

shown that teachers often fail to identify large numbers of gifted
children; is this a result of their attitudes toward the gifted or is
it merely the consequence of having no formal training on the charac
teristics of the gifted?

Further research could be done in this area.

Recommendations for Changing the Instrument
As the teacher attitude survey had to be administered in the
Grand Forks elementary schools on a pre- post- basis during the first
year of the grant, the coordinator, due to her other project responsi
bilities, was unable to analyze the revision in as critical a manner as
she would have desired.

However, several faculty members in the Center

for Teaching and Learning at the University of North Dakota felt that
there might be some further potential for the developed instrument.
Even though the revised version had been administered on a post-basis,
the coordinator mailed her original survey to 15 leaders in the field
of gifted and talented education in April, 1980.

She requested their

reaction and feedback to her instrument; nine of the 15 responded.
There appeared to be three kinds of responses to the survey:
positive; moderate, which merely offered suggestions on individual
items; and critical.

Despite the mixed reaction from these individu

als, the coordinator felt that the positive response indicated a need
for such an instrument in the gifted education field.

It is regretta

ble that there was insufficient time available to incorporate the
helpful and searching suggestions that were made in the revision.
Whatever the tone of the response, valuable suggestions were made that
would be heeded should the writer decide to publish the instrument.
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Positive feedback came from Dr. John F. Feldhusen, Director of
the Gifted Education Resource Institute which is located at Purdue
University.

His response was "Excellent.

send me a final copy.
mission."

Just what we need.

Please

We will probably want to use it with your per

Dr. Frank E. Williams, President Elect of TAG in 1977 and a

consultant for gifted education programs, responded simply, "I like
your survey."

Dr. Bella Kranz, professor at Moorhead State University,

stated "There is nothing I can add to this already well-conceived ques
tionnaire."
E. Paul Torrance was critical of the survey.

"I would find it

almost impossible to respond to this questionnaire as it is presented.
I think the concept of a single category of gifted children is obsolete
by at least 20 years.

It may be in line with the existing concept in

Grand Forks and it would be all right for local use but I would cer
tainly not dare do a dissertation which subsumes such an outmoded
concept.

Even the Federal government recognizes at least five broad

categories of giftedness.

If you want to limit your study to "aca

demic" giftedness, say so and go ahead, but for "goodness sake" don't
perpetuate such assumptions as underlie this questionnaire."
Torrance's statements are justified to the extent that the
coordinator did not provide an explanation of the purpose for the sur
vey nor a description of the population to be surveyed, i.e., that it
was only measuring the Grand Forks elementary school teachers'attitudes
toward the academically gifted.

The coordinator personally agreed with

the concept of multi-dimensional identification and programming; unfor
tunately, in implementing a federal grant, one needs to follow the
basic structure as approved for funding.
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Dr. Donald Treffinger of the Creative Education Foundation in
Buffalo, New York, stated:

"Personally, I'd recommend that we need

more good solid experimentation to improve programs and services, and
fewer opinion surveys.

Sorry if these comments seem harsh--but I

thought it best to be really candid!"

Treffinger implied that if the

goal were merely to survey people's attitudes and impressions, based
on a range of knowledge (0 <--- > much), it would not be of much bene
fit.
Dr. Carolyn Callahan, professor of gifted education at the Uni
versity of Virginia, stated "It is very difficult to tell what the
intent of this survey actually is; however some general comments would
apply to any use of the instrument:
ing.

(1) your directions are mislead

There are some items which do have a correct answer if we look at

past research and (2) knowledgeable people will have a great deal of
difficulty answering many of the questions because you have made
sweeping statements about "gifted" as if all gifted students are the
same with the same characteristics and the same needs.

If this is a

pre/post instrument, the more knowledgeable people won't be able to
answer the questions at the post-test time."
Should the instrument be revised at some point in the future,
the following changes would be made:
1.

The instrument would be shortened.

It was too lengthy to

realistically expect a willing response from teachers.
2.

The results of the data would be taken into consideration;

the revised instrument would include two sections, one on stereotypes
toward the gifted and the second on teacher attitudes toward serving
the gifted.
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3.

The concept of giftedness would be broadened from the demands

of the Project IMPACT grant, i.e., it would not focus primarily on
academically gifted, but include all areas of giftedness.
Cone!usions
Research has shown that teachers are often poor identifiers of
gifted and talented children within the classroom.
swered questions of the present study is this:

One of the unan

Do teachers fail to

identify this special segment due to personal attitudes or due to an
incomplete knowledge base?

This may suggest a two-pronged resolution.

Taking the first part, personal attitudes, there is some
behavior-oriented research that suggests that changing a teacher's
behavior is far more important than changing his/her personal atti
tudes.

Since behavior is highly influenced by the norms within an

institution, it might be more beneficial if less concentration were
directed toward changing the personal attitudes of the school staff
and more time invested in trying to change the institutional norms of
the school (Banks 1977).

In order to effect change in the norms, it

may be necessary to observe the staffs in order to determine the ways
in which they interact.

According to Havelock (1973),

three kinds of individuals in the schools:
and resisters.

there are

innovators, status leaders,

Even though the status leaders are not as likely to

accept change as readily as innovators, they are more likely to accept
an idea that is clearly going to be effective.

The important thing is

that once these status leaders accept an idea, other staff members
within the social structure of the school are likely to follow.

The

goal, then, may be to become familiar with the staffs in the buildings,
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identify status leaders, and attempt to cultivate their support for
gifted education.

This may be one means of changing the norms within

the building.
The second part of the resolution, the failure to identify the
gifted due to an incomplete knowledge base, may be the simpler to rec
tify.

The most effective means is for the school district to sanction

the need for such education and then make arrangements for inservices
or workshops.

Many districts may make these sessions mandatory; others

may leave it to the staff's decision.

If it is mandatory, teachers are

less likely to resist when they are provided "released time" from their
classroom, have the workshop during an inservice day that is built into
the school calendar, or are given some kind of credit which will aid
them toward re-certification.

These educational sessions must be rele

vant to the teachers' needs and presented in a format that is not a
waste of their time.

Teachers are more likely to be receptive when

they feel that they are learning something that they can use in their
classrooms.
There were indications from the present research that participat
ing teachers who had access to five inservice sessions on gifted edu
cation and who were located in schools that provided programming for
gifted students answered differently from non-participating teachers
on the Teacher Attitude Survey for Gifted Education.

These participat

ing teachers held fewer stereotypical ideas about gifted children and
were aware of the need for special programming.

APPENDICES

APPENDIX I

APPENDIX I
Instrument Administered Fall, 1979
TEACHER ATTITUDE SURVEY FOR GIFTED AND TALENTED EDUCATION
This questionnaire has been devised to measure your attitudes.
There are no "right" answers and no "wrong" answers. The only right
answer is the one which best reflects your true personal opinion toward
the question considered.
Circle the extent to which you agree or disagree with the follow
ing statements. The letters mean the following:
SA
A
U
D
SD

------

Strongly agree
Agree
Undecided
Disagree
Strongly disagree

SA

A

U

D

SD

1.

I feel this school does a good job with high
potential children.

SA

A

U

D

SD

2.

I devote too little time to the gifted student.

SA

A

U

D

SD

3.

The needs of the gifted are so unique that it
would be preferable if they were isolated in this
instruction.

SA

A

U

D

SD

4.

There is a difference between gifted and creative
children.

SA

A

U

D

SD

5.

The community is very supportive of Project IMPACT.

SA

A

U

D

SD

6.

I feel there are a lot of students that should be
in the program.

SA

A

U

D

SD

7.

I feel that I am appropriately trained for teach
ing a gifted class.

SA

A

U

D

SD

8.

I devote too much time to the gifted student.

SA

A

U

D

SD

9.

I feel there is a difference between gifted and
talented students.
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SA

A

U

D

SD

10.

Gifted children have poor psychomotor skills.

SA

A

U

D

SD

11.

Gifted children's range of interest is narrow in
that it only involves subjects related to books.

SA

A

U

D

SD

12.

The ability of a child to learn should be the
prime consideration for placement in a gifted
program.

SA

A

U

D

SD

13.

Gifted children should be mainstreamed rather
than in special classes or segregated classrooms.

SA

A

U

D

SD

14.

Gifted children are easy to identify.

SA

A

U

D

SD

15.

Gifted children are small in stature.

SA

A

U

D

SD

16.

The gifted succeed in all areas of academic
ability.

SA

A

u

D

SD

17.

Gifted children tend to be introverts.

SA

A

u

D

SD

18.

It is all right for gifted children to challenge
a teacher's answers.

SA

A

u

D

SD

19.

The gifted have a poor sense of humor.

SA

A

u

D

SD

20.

The gifted will succeed on their own.

SA

A

u

D

SD

21.

I feel threatened by gifted children in my class.

SA

A

u

D

SD

22.

I can provide for an underachieving gifted child
in my classroom.

SA

A

u

D

SD

23.

Gifted children form an elitist group and refrain
from interacting with others.

SA

A

u

D

SD

24.

Special classes should be available to gifted
children.

SA

A

u

D

SD

25.

Gifted children should be allowed to skip a grade
if they are socially mature.

SA

A

u

D

SD

26.

It is more important to provide services to slow
learners than to the gifted.

SA

A

u

D

SD

27.

Teachers should have special qualifications if
they are to work with the gifted.

SA

A

u

D

SD

28.

Gifted children have a tendency to be socially
maladjusted.

SA

A

u

D

SD

29.

Education of the gifted should take place during
the school day.
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SA

A

U

D

SD

30.

I would like to take a class to further my under
standing of the gifted.

SA

A

U

D

SD

31.

The majority of gifted high school dropouts are
girls.
PART II

Rank the following as the means with which you feel best provides for
the needs of gifted children. Select the top three and label them "A";
select the next best three and label them "B"; and so on until you have
finished.
SEMINARS

RESEARCH FIELD TRIPS

RESOURCE ROOMS

CROSS-AGE TUTORING

INDEPENDENT STUDY

AFTER SCHOOL OR SATURDAY
CLASSES

MINI-COURSES

SUMMER OR VACATION CLASSES

MENTOR PROGRAMS

CREATIVE-AESTHETIC EXPERI
ENCES

LIBRARY

ADVANCED PLACEMENT

Suppose this school were to have a windfall of money. How would you
recommend the money be spent? Please indicate by ranking the following
programs in terms of which have need for more materials, staff, etc.
The programs may or may not exist in your school now. Give a rank of
one to the program that you consider most important, a rank of two to
the next most important, etc.
______

VOCATIONAL OR PRE-VOCATIONAL PROGRAM (SHOP, HOME EC., ETC.)

______

ACADEMIC PROGRAM

______

EXTRA-CURRICULAR ACTIVITIES

______

GIFTED PROGRAMS

______

PROGRAM FOR LOW-ACHIEVING STUDENTS

______

ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT (INCLUDES CLERICALSUPPORT)

______

LIBRARY

______

TEACHER CENTER

______

OTHER (PLEASE SPECIFY) _________________________________________

100

Now let's think the other way. Suppose the budget of your school were
to be cut. How would you recommend the cuts be made? Please indicate
by ranking the following programs in terms of their expendibility from
your point of view. Give a rank of one to the program that you feel
should be cut or reduced first, a rank of two to the next that should be
cut, etc.

____

VOCATIONAL OR PRE-V0CATI0NAL PROGRAM (SHOP, HOME EC., ETC.)
ACADEMIC PROGRAM
EXTRA-CURRICULAR ACTIVITIES
GIFTED PROGRAMS
PROGRAM FOR LOW-ACHIEVING STUDENTS
ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT (INCLUDES CLERICAL SUPPORT)
LIBRARY
TEACHER CENTER
OTHER (PLEASE SPECIFY) __________________

APPENDIX II

APPENDIX II
Instrument Administered Spring, 1980
TEACHER ATTITUDE SURVEY FOR GIFTED AND TALENTED EDUCATION
This questionnaire has been devised to measure your attitudes.
There are no "right" answers and no "wrong" answers. The only right
answer is the one which best reflects your true personal opinion toward
the question considered.
Circle the extent to which you agree or disagree with the follow
ing statements. The letters mean the following:
SA
A
U
D
SD

------

Strongly agree
Agree
Undecided
Disagree
Strongly disagree

Space has been provided between each item in the event that you
wish to write comments concerning the statement (i.e., your reactions,
personal feelings, etc.). Please feel free to write on the back if
there is insufficient space.
I feel that this school does; a good job with
academically gifted childrer).

SA

A

U

D

SD

1

SA

A

U

D

SD

2.

I devote too little time to the gifted students.

SA

A

U

D

SD

3.

The needs of the gifted are so unique that it
would be preferable if they were isolated in
their instruction.

SA

A

U

D

SD

4.

There is a difference between gifted and creative
children.

SA

A

U

D

SD

5.

Special classes should be available to gifted
children during the school day.

SA

A

U

D

SD

6.

I feel that there are more s;tudents who should be
in the gifted program.

SA

A

U

D

SD

7.

I feel that I am appropriately trained for teach
ing a special class for gifted children.

.
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SA

A

U

D

SD

8.

Proportionately, I spend more time with the gifted
students in my classroom than with the "normal"
students.

SA

A

U

D

SD

9.

I feel that there is a difference between gifted
and talented children.

SA

A

U

D

SD

10.

Many gifted children have poor psychomotor skills.

SA

A

u

D

SD

11.

Gifted childrens' range of interest may be narrow
in that it usually involves "bookish" knowledge.

SA

A

u

D

SD

12.

The ability of a child to learn should be the
prime consideration for placement in a gifted
program.

SA

A

u

D

SD

13.

Gifted children should be mainstreamed rather
than participate in special classes or segregated
classrooms.

SA

A

u

D

SD

14.

I feel that gifted children are easy to identify.

SA

A

u

D

SD

15.

Generally speaking, gifted children are smaller
in stature than average children.

SA

A

u

D

SD

16.

The gifted succeed in all areas of academic
abi1ity.

SA

A

u

D

SD

17.

As a rule, gifted children tend to be more intro
verted than average children.

SA

A

u

D

SD

18.

Teachers should have special qualifications if
they are to work with the gifted children in
their classroom.

SA

A

u

D

SD

19.

The gifted have a poor sense of humor.

SA

A

u

D

SD

20.

The gifted will succeed on their own.

SA

A

u

D

SD

21.

At times, I feel threatened by gifted children in
my class.

SA

A

u

D

SD

22.

I can provide for an underachieving gifted child
in my classroom.

SA

A

u

D

SD

23.

Gifted children form an elitist group and refrain
from interacting with others.

SA

A

u

D

SD

24.

Special classes should be available to gifted
children.

SA

A

u

D

SD

25.

Gifted children should be allowed to skip a grade
if they are socially mature.
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A

U

D

SD

26

It is more important to provide services to slow
learners than to the gifted.

SA

A

u

D

SD

27

Teachers should have special qualifications if
they are to work with the gifted in a special
setting.

SA

A

U

D

SD

CO
C \J

Generally speaking, gifted children have a tend
ency to be socially maladjusted.

SA

A

U

D

SD

29.

Education of the gifted should take place during
the school day.

SA

A

u

D

SD

30.

I would like to take a class to further my under
standing of the gifted.

SA

A

u

D

SD

31.

Although I don't teach at the secondary level, my
guess is that the majority of gifted high school
dropouts are boys.

SA

A

U

D

SD

32.

As a regular classroom teacher, it is not my
responsibility to include lessons which are delib
erately directed toward improvement in creative
and productive thinking (i.e., creative thinking
exercises, brainstorming, problem solving, etc.).

SA

A

U

D

SD

33.

Our district needs someone assigned who keeps
teachers current on gifted education via workshops,
newsletters, etc.

SA

A

U

D

SD

34.

Special classes should be available to gifted
children after the school day.

SA

A

U

D

SD

35.

Considering proportionately the # of gifted to
average students, it is too difficult to provide
a separate curriculum for those with high poten
tial .

SA

A

U

D

SD

36.

Our district needs someone assigned to help
teachers obtain the materials they need to teach
the gifted students in their regular classroom.

SA

A

U

D

SD

37.

It is my responsibility as a classroom teacher to
provide for the gifted student.

SA

A

U

D

SD

00

The best way for me to learn about the gifted
would be:
1) from a university course
2) teacher in-service
3) site visitation to a gifted/talented program
4) textbook
5) other (specify)_______________________________

CO

SA
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SA

A

U

D

SD

39.

In order to better serve the gifted in our school,
I think teachers want more time and opportunity
to:
1) plan daily activities
2) learn new content
3) learn new ways to teach
4) develop new programs
5) other (specify)_______________________________

SA

A

U

D

SD

40.

Proportionately, I spend more time with the gifted
students in my classroom than with the "slow" stu
dents.

SA

A U

D

SD

41.

As a teacher, I have difficulty diagnosing gifted
ness in my students.

SA

A U

D

SD

42.

Gifted children can best be served by:
1) staying in the regular classroom
2) placement in a special classroom for the
gifted all day
3) placement in a special classroom for the
gifted for one hour a day
4) special sessions one afternoon a week
5) none of the above

D

SD

43.

I perceive that I am providing well for the
gifted student in my classroom.

SA

A

U
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